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Editorial: 
2nd Congress of the C.W.O. 


EDITORIAL 


This edition of Revolutionary Perspectives is largely made up of texts presented 
at the Second Congress of the CWO thetd in London on 12th-13th February, 1982). 
The Congress was attended by delegations from the Internationalist Communist 
party (Italy), the International Communist Current (Britain) as well as by Cwo 
members in Britain and France. Some individual communists who had previously 
been members of the ICC also attended. 


The Congress debated our perspectives for the coming period of crisis and class 
struggle and this debate is summarised in the first text presented here. The 
second debate centred on the question of the Italian Left. Here the debate 
focussed on the question of historical method and how we judge proletarian move- 
ments in the past. The outcome represents a considerable advance for the CWO 
and opened up a new debate on certain aspects of our Platform. The platform was 
debated in our final session and it was subsequently resolved that a further 
discussion was needed before this could actually be published. We hope that 
this will published in the very near future. 


The final discussion was on the report of the Executive Committee of the CWO 
reviewing the progress of the organisation in the last twelve months. It was 

a source of satisfaction that we had found new means to disseminate our ideas in 
the regular publication of Workers Voice, in the issuing of our Platforms for 
Unemployed Workers Groups and Factory Groups and for the first time we had found 
the strength to publish an internal bulletin to enrich the debates between our 
members. We had also managed to publish in France two new pamphlets on 'The 
Period of Transition' and Ireland. The year also saw for the first time the 
simultaneous distribution in Britain, France and Italy of leaflets on Poland. 
The second of these was distributed only four days after the coup. This year 
we hope to publish more texts in French. 


These, however, were regarded as only small advances compared with the tasks 
which face us. In the coming year it was resolved that we would give more time 
to the theoretical education and practical training of members, to organising 
and preparing for all types of international work (including the Fourth 
International Conference), but above all to the recruitment of new members 
without abandoning any of the tasks which we carry out within the working class. 


The 1980s are clearly going to be decisive years in the determination of the 
future of the proletariat and communists must make every effort to ensure that 
future is a golden one.@ 


Perspectives for the Coming Period 


The mortal sickness of capitalism is daily illustrated by every statistic 
and report that is published. Official unemployment in Britain is now 1 in 
8. Whereas previous capitalist crises have been accompanied by price falls, 
today inflation is in at least double figures globally. This is because 
under decadent capitalism the state has become the chief merchant bank and 
attempts to centralise capital in order to offset the continual fall in the 
global rate of profit. In doing this it has. come to dominate every aspect 
of social life and thus has to borrow heavily to maintain the "reserve 
army" of the unemployed and head off their class anger. Monetarism, as we 
pointed out years ago, is just a nostalgic dream of senile capitalism for 
the 'free enterprise' vitality of its youth. Keynsian state capitalism is 
no panacea for the decay of the capitalist economic and social system, but 
in the advanced capitalist economies it prevents millions from descending 
to the level of starvation which exists in the 'underdeveloped' parts of the 
planet. Here the chief manifestations of capitalism's decadence are to be 
found: where two thirds of our species are living at below the level of 
subsistence; where as in Iran and Iraq, the Ogaden, Eritrea and Afghanistan 
murderous imperialist proxy wars decimate the populations; where as in 
Argentina, Chile and Central America death squads liquidate individuals or 
massacre whole communities as part of a concerted operation of bourgeois 
state terror, or where, as in Brasil, simple genocide brings the virtues of 
civilisation to Amazonia. 


In Europe too, the cancer of economic and social decay threatens the entire 
capitalist structure. Only army take-overs in Turkey in 1980 and Poland in 
1981 have temporarily put the lid on the class struggle in those countries, 
whilst in almost every country in Europe from the Kosovo province of Yugo- 
slavia, to the streets of Liverpool there have been riots and revolts which 
threaten bourgeois ‘law and order'. After half a century of quiet class 
terror has come once again to confront the terror of the bourgeois states 
of Europe. 


The economic background to all this has been the drastic worsening of the 
capitalist economy. 


The Economy 


In 1981 the Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) which 
consists of the 24 most industrialised countries of the west, recorded an 
average growth rate of 1.5%. This was the lowest recorded since the war, 
with the exception of 1974/4 when the Middle East oil crisis had an immed- 
iate impact on the figures. In the USA, the citadel of capital itself, there 
has been a sharp downturn in the economy. Unemployment has reached a post 
war record of 9 million and it is estimated that unemployment will affect 

a third of the workforce in the coming year resulting in a total of 30 million 
being temporarily out of work. 1981 was also a bad year for West Germany. 
The economic miracle finally came to an end with unemployment reaching 2 
million, (the official figure - the real extent of unemployment has been 
cushioned by the fact that 'guest' workers have been repatriated) and inflat- 
ion hitting 10%. Yugoslavia has debts of $20 billion to western banks and 
20% inflation. The last of the previously stable countries, such as Switzer- 
land and Austria, are beginning to experience the effects of the crisis with 
inflation and balance of payments problems as well as attendant unrest 
witnessed in last summer's youth riots. 


It is obvious, then, that the crisis is now affecting the entire western 

economy. Previously the crisis was limited to weaker capitalist countries 
such as Britain and Italy and it was possible for the stronger capitals to 
bail out the trouble spots. Now these formerly strong capitals are them- 
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selves in deep trouble and the crisis has reached a new stage of intensific- 
ation. 


The crisis is not limited to the western bloc but is hitting the so-called 
socialist economies just as hard. Economic growth in the 76-80 5 year plan 
was the worst since the war. Performance in the year 80/81 was the worst 
ever. Comecon as a whole grew by only 1.1%. Russia on her own, despite her 
gas and oil developments, achieved only a modest 2% growth; this is almost 
exactly the same as that achieved in the US. Hungary's economy actually 
shrank by 1%. The whole of Comecon owes western capitalism some $75 billion, 
and countries with the heaviest borrowing such as Poland and Romania have 
been unable to generate sufficient profit to meet the interest and capital 
repayments which fell due during the year. As each new deadline passed 
these countries came, cap in hand, begging to reschedule larger and larger 
sums which simply means asking to borrow more. Both countries attempted to 
reschedule $3 bn, while in S.E.Asia Comecon's newest member Vietnam attempted 
to reschedule a £100 million debt to Japan. 


Comecon's hopes that buying machinery and factories from the West with western 
loans would solve its problems of declining profit rates have totally 
collapsed. Despite the low wages paid to workers, Comecon has proved unable 
to undersell the west's commodities on western markets and thus unable to 
repay its debts as had been hoped during the days of 'detente'. The result 

is that the standard of living of the workers instead of improving is getting 
rapidly worse. Food shortages, rationing and inflation, are common through- 
out Comecon. Hungary now includes an inflation rate in its official 
statistics. 


The open sore of the world economy is undoubtedly Poland where the imminent 
economic collapse led to Jaruzelski's coup. Production has declined by 25% 
in two years and debts stand at 627 bn. The problems of the Polish economy 
have had repercussions for the other countries of the eastern bloc. For the 
last two years Poland has been unable to meet deliveries to the other members 
of Comecon which in turn has had a disastrous effect on their economies. 

For political reasons the rest of Comecon,and especially Russia, have had 

to maintain deliveries to Poland which go unpaid for. The cost of maintain- 
ing Poland and securing its membership of the eastern bloc has made Russia's 
own economic problems worse. Recently Russia has had to ask Japan and West 
Germany to accept a.delayed repayment of loans and to defer payment for 
industrial goods. Russia has also had to give massive loans to Poland, 

£5.5 bn. since January this year, so that repayments of debts to western 
banks could be made and an agreement on rescheduling the debts not paid 
during the last few years could be signed. 


As in the West the eastern bloc bourgeoisie are responding to the crisis by 
increasing the attacks on the working class. Throughout Comecon energy 
prices. were increased by 40% at the end of 81, and Romania has increased 
petrol prices by a further 20%. Food prices have soared. Hungary has 
introduced a pricing system based on world market prices, Czechoslavakia 
has increased food prices by 40% and in Poland Jaruzelski increased them by 


300%. 


The crisis in Comecon has been reverberating in the West. A faction within 
the American bourgeoisie, grouped around Weinberger, is actually hoping for 
Comecon countries to default in repayments of debts to western banks, so 
that political mileage can be made. Recently the US refused a loan of 

#65 million to Romania as part of a new tough strategy towards Eastern 
Europe. In the words of! the Washington administration the countries of east- 
ern Europe are the "teeth in the mouth of the Russian bear" and the strategy 
current in Washington is to shake them loose. Washington also wanted to 
exert similar pressure on Poland but has been prevented from doing so by its 
allies in western Europe. In January, instead of pressing for a default, 
the US bowed to this pressure and the government repaid the $71 million 

owed to American commercial banks by Poland. Polish default would have 

left the American economy unharmed but would have had a disastrous effect on 
the smaller European economies, especially West Germany. Only 10% of 
Poland's debts are owed to American banks, whereas 40% of them are owed to 
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West Germany. It has been estimated that half of West Germany's banks would 
have collapsed if Poland defaulted. There has also been a split between 
Washington and its European allies over a trade embargo. Trade between the 
US and Poland is minimal wnereas the greater traffic of trade between the 
EEC and Poland ensures that a trade boycott would send tremors through the 
fragile economies of western Europe. A trade embargo would also increase 
the liklihood of Polish default. Nervousness over Poland shows that it 
could trigger off chain reactions in Eastern and Western economies. 


The pourgeoisie have sought in vain for measures to lift their national 
economies out of the depression. After the monetarism of Thatcher and Reagan 
had been shown to have failed, an election in France last year brought to 
power a government committed to a policy of expansionism. A programme of 
public works, similar to that advocated oy Benn in Britain, was begun in an 
attempt to cut unemployment and stimulate the economy. Expansionist prog- 
rammes. were carried out in 73/4 and 77/8 in Britain and resulted in mini- 
booms. In France a boom has not materialised - unemployment is still rising 
along with inflation. Mitterand's policies are taking place atv a time when 
the crisis is so severe that they are not leading to any, even temporary, 
upturn in the economy. This indicates that a further stage in the collapse 
of the world capitalist economy has been reached. We have now reached the 
stage when the equalisation and braking mechanisms of capitalism are no 
longer holding its contradictions in check for the first time since 1929. 

We are now at the stage when the only way unemployment can be mopped up is 
under conditions of open preparation for war by the militarisation of society. 


Impecialisim and War Preparations. 


While the past year has seen new depths of the economic crisis having been 
plumbed, it has also seen an intensification in the preparations for war. 

The US, with the decision to press ahead with chemical weapons and the neutron 
bomb, has given open indication of its imperialist war policy. The disarm- 
ament talks in Geneva are mere window dressing. The main purpose of the 

talks is to give propaganda for re-armament when they break down, as they 
undoubtedly will. The talks also make it appear to the Western European 
people that the US is trying to "reason" with Russia. Once these talks fail 
the leaders of the western bourgeoisie will be able to claim that since the 
Russians were so obstinate we'd better have Trident, Cruise, Pershing II etc. 


Elsewhere, US committment to war is more open. In El Salvador a $25 million 
arms deal has been agreed and there are some preparations in Washington for 
more direct military intervention in Nicaragua. The sale of AWACS radar 
system to Saudi Arabia means that this country is now the US policeman of the 
gulf, the role previously played by Iran. However, the development of the 
rapid deployment force, the acquisition of military bases in Somalia, together 
with the US organisation of the "bright star' joint military exercises with 
Egypt after the killing of Sadat, show the US preparing for direct military 
intervention in this area. China has indicated a willingness to take US 

arms which would complete Russian encirclement. However, Taiwan, recently 
armed by the US, remains a bone of contention between the US and China. The 
US still hesitates before using China as its last card, and Brezhnev has 
exploited the contradictions of US policy to make overtures to Peking. 

When these are abandoned and Russia's eastern border is militarised war will 
be on the agenda. 


The balance of forces world wide is swinging towards the US. The continuing 
inability of Russia to pacify Afghanistan reduces its ability to intervene 
elsewhere. The US and the West are not interested in Afghanistan, but they 
want Russia in Afghanistan for military and propaganda reasons, hence the 
rejection by Pakistan, Washington's ally in the region, of the Russian offer 
to withdraw if Afghanistan is neutralised. For a similar reason the US 
wants Russian troops in Poland; Reagan realises such a committment would 
immobilise the Russians elsewhere in the world and leave the US with a free 
field. Russian troops in Poland would also enable Reagan to exploit the 
fears of US allies in western Europe and so bring them into line. Im order 
to operate elsewhere in the globe, for instance in Latin America, Ethiopia, 
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Kampuchea ete., the Russians must stay out of Poland. 

Russia's weakness is further demonstrated dy her dependence on the US for 
imports of grain and advanced technology. Plagued by economic crisis, class 
struggle and falling prices for primary commodities like gold, oil and 
diamonds she is forced to spend an ever increasing portion of her GNP on arms 
in order to keep up witn the US. This in turn provides grist to the mill 

of US militarists who point to this figure and conclude that the Russia is 
actually militarily stronger than the US. 


It is not surprising therefore that Russian foreign policy has an air of 
desperation about it. By supporting hard line Arab state: such as Libya, in 
their opposition to the Camp David agreement, and by exploiting China's 

fears over the YS arming Taiwan, Russia is hoping to destabilise the situation 
in its own interests. The main area of operation is Europe. Russia's long 
term policy there is "Finlandisation of Europe" or neutrality under Russian 
pressure as exists in Finland. Russia realises the presens US policy is 
hitting Europe hard and is going against the interests of the European 
bourgeoisie. Reagan's economic pelieiss pay little attention to the interests 
of the European economies. The US budget greatly increased expenditure on 
defence (by 50 billion dollars) which was paid for by cutting social services 
but also by raising interest rates. High US interest rates have increased 
European interest rates causing bankrupcies and unemployment aswell as an 
exodus of capital. Also directly contrary to the interests of the European 
bourgeoisie is the US policy over Poland. The Europeans have withstood 
American pressure to take part in a trade boycott of Poland and of Russia. 
The US has been outraged by the refusal of the West Europeans to abandon the 
agreement to pipe natural gas from Russia; the Americans believe that this 
will bind Europe to Russia. The open admission by Reagan that World War 3 
will be a tactical nuclear war fought on European soil, and US attempts to 
station the new generation of missiles in Europe has led to a cooling in the 
relationship between Western Europe and the US. This is particularly true 
for West Germany. Russia hopes to exploit these fears, and stimulate 
neutralism in Europe, wnich in turn will lead to a US military withdrawal. 
Staying out of Poland is essential to this strategy. A further part of 
Russia's strategy in Europe is the attempt to woo back Yugoslavia and Albania 
to the fold and to encourage Greece to leave NATO. 


Russia has no chance of realising these aims. Western Europe is firmly 
committed to US imperialism and the growing superiority of the US is 
creating a situation in which Russia might be forced to make a desperate 
pre-emptive strike. Whatever happens the situation is rapidly destabilising 
and the 1980s will be a pre-war decade. 


Class Struggle 


The past year has seen fierce struggles by workers in both the eastern and 
western blocs. In the eastern bloc, with the exception of Poland, strikes 
have been over such issues as food shortages and rationing whilst in the 
West struggles have largely been over redundancies or by the unemployed 
themselves. The strikes in Russia in June 1980 at the Kama lorry factory 
and those at the vehicle plants at Togliattigrad and Gorky had at their basis 
resistance to rationing. Last year the situation was no better. General 
dissatisfaction led to riots in the Caucasus. In the town of Ordzhonikze 
these were only ended by tanks firing blanks. Similarly in June 81 Romanian 
coal miners struck against rationing of bread and flower. In the riot which 
followed a deputy chief of police was killed. The issue which sparked off 
the mass strikes in Poland last August was the bourgeoieie's attempt to 
raise food prices by 60%. At the same time there have been moves in other 
countries of the Eastern bloc to form independent trade unions. 


In the West the steelworkers struggles of 1979 and 80 continued. Steelworkers 
in Canada struck for four months; in Italy there was a bitter strike against 
a pay cut and this year the Belgian steelworkers have engaged in what they : 
describe as a "fight to the death" against redundancies and closures similar 
to those already imposed on their French British and Italian class brothers'. 
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1981 also saw a 24 month strike by US coalminers over a new contract. Through- 
out Europe there nave been strikes against redundancies, the most notable 

was that of the Fiat workers. Recently also, Italian Chemical workers, 
threatened with mass sackings sealed off the port of Brindisi in protest. 

In Britain similar bitter struggles have takea place at such firms as 
Gardners, Laurence Scott and Staffa. 


In Britain, Holland, Germany, Switzerland and Austria there have been riots 
of the unemployed or of youth. These riots show a flame of rebellion 
purning amongst the unemployed, rebellion against the poverty and squalor 
in which they find themselves as capitalism tramples them under foot. The 
unemployed have shown that they are prepared to battle, often for days at 
a time, against their immediate enemies the police. 


However, despite the vitterness of many of the struggles of the past year, 
they have all been contained and internationally the class has suffered 
defeats. In Britain 1981 saw the lowest levels of recorded strikes since 
1941, combined with record levels of unemployment and the biggest wage cuts 
since the 1930s - a general fall of 8%. The record productivity increases, 
in some cases such as British Leyland these are 200%, show that at the moment 
the bourgeoisie have the upper hand. Strikes have almost exclusively been 
about redundancies and have been broken. Major pay. strikes which were 
developing at Leyland and Fords were broken by the trade unions. The bourg- 
eoisie have adopted drastic methods to break struggles; at Laurence Scotts 
scabs were flown in by helicopter, and workers at BL Bathgate were told 

that the plant would close within a week if they did not call off their 
struggle. In the same town Plessey workers were told "accept cuts in living 
standards or face redundancy". Plessey workers said that Bathgate was 

"like Gdansk without the guns." The riots of last summer lacked political 
consciousness and consequently political direction. In particular no link 
was forged between the unemployed workers, who were fighting the police, and 
the employed. The action was isolated and degenerated into looting on an 


individual basis. 


The most massive setback for the class was in Poland where the military 
moved in to clamp down on further struggles and step up exploitation. The 
ground for this defeat had been prepared by Solidarity which effectively 
disarmed the working class before Jaruzelski's guns. The massive struggles 
of Polish workers were for 16months diverted into attempts to reform the 
Polish state. Solidarity, throughout its brief existence, co-operated with 
the Polish bourgeoisie in snuffing out strikes, restoring order and holding 
the working class back. It operated from the premise that Polish capitalism 
could be made to work in the interests of the polish workers, if only the 
workers could exercise restraint, accept sacrifices and give the bourgeoisie 
time. Solidarity became, like all trade unions today, an arm of the bosses. 
When it was clear that Solidarity was no longer able to smother the worker's 
struggles, the bourgeoisie resorted to open terror. The workers were 
confused and unprepared: their resistance was rapidly isolated and broken. 


Though the military coup is a setback it is not a final defeat and the Polish 
workers will rise again as they did in 70 and 76. The most important lesson 
of these events is that in decadent capitalism, trade unions and reformism 

in general can only be agents of or mystifications of the bourgeoisie. In 
todays situation the only organisations which can permanently serve the 
working class are revolutionary ones. The class struggle, no matter how 
militant, leads only to dead ends without the leadership of the class party. 
Polish workers who have understood the role played by Solidarity need to 
regroup and establish communist cells, as a step towards the formation of 

the class party in Poland. 


Poland must also be a warning to the world's workers. When the crisis reaches 
a point at which the so called "democratic" way of exploiting workers is 

not squeezing out sufficient profits, the bosses everywhere will resort to 
naked military force. While the West wrings its hands over Poland and the 
suppression of "democratic rights", it welcomed a coup in one of the countries 
of its own alliance, Turkey. The Turkish and Polish military have suppressed 
the working class with similar ferocity. In the same_year as Reagan wept 
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over the suppressed Polish workers he used troops to break the strike of the 
air traffic controllers. 


The lessons of the past year's defeats have only been understood by a tiny 
minority of the world's workers. It is the task of revolutionary communists 
to forge links with both the employed and unemployed in order to clarify 

the lessons of the past defeats and to give a political lead in the struggles 
of tomorrow. 


The capitalist crisis is relentlessly worsening, and the exploitation of 

the working class will be intensified, the destabilisation of the internation- 
al situation and the arms programmes indicate the imperialists are preparing 
for war, For the working class there is only one way forward, the overthrow 
of the capitalist system and the establishment of communism. Despite the 
fact that the working class at present lacks an international class party, 
the mass strikes in Poland in 1980, the riots of the unemployed and the 
recent battles of the Belgian steelworkers show the potential of the working 
class. They also give us hope that the 80's will see the establishment of 
such a party and that its work in the social explosions, which clearly lie 
ahead, will bear fruit.@ 


French Language Publications 

The Communist Workers Organisation has published several texts in French, 
amongst them ''L'Irlande - Dialogue avec les Sourds" (1F), ''La Question 

D' Organisation" (3F) and texts on Poland and on the Period of Transition, 


To obtain these texts, or full details of available texts, or for further 
contact with the C,W.O. in France, write to 

CLES/CWO, 23 Bis Rue de Fontenoy, 59000 LILLE, France. 
Add postage to all orders. 


Communists 
STILL AVAILABLE 


B : and the 


Military Question 
ms. > 


50 p (post paid) from group address 


address for correspondence 


‘Dis ole German et te LAPD ad the Party 
Th tration antereaces Perspectives forte Coming Period 


— 
A board in Moscow shows the progress of the first Five Year Plan 


Theories 
of 

State 
Capitalism 


The text printed below was first published in Revolutionary Perspectives No. 1 
in May, 1975 and has been unavailable for some time. The continuing crisis in 
Poland, and the Russian intervention in Afghanistan, make its reprint a politi- 
cal necessity. A correct perspective of these events depends upon an under- 

standing of the class nature of Russian society, and we hope the reprint of the 
article will be a weapon in the fight for a clear intervention on these issues. 


We have naturally taken the opportunity to revise the text for re-publication. 
Some of the revisions need little comment. For example the material on the 
economic crisis in Russia has been updated with some recent statistics and 
quotations. Some of the groups or individuals polemicised against in 1975 have 
lost all importance, and we have omitted them. Some issues were rather briefly 
dealt with in the first edition, and we have developed some of the arguments, 
though in a text on the theories of state capitalism the reader cannot expect 

a full treatment of issues as varied as the Russian Revolution, the economic 
crisis etc., and is directed to other CWO texts for elaboration. 


Of a more fundamental nature are the political changes since the first edition, 
which we have no wish to conceal, and which reveal the political evolution of 
the cwO in the intervening period. The original text was heavily marred by the 
council communist scars which the CWO carried at its birth on the issue of the 
Bolsheviks and the Russian Revolution. These have now healed and we have 
accorded to the Bolsheviks a little more than the grudging praise they received 
in the first edition. Our assessment of the German and Italian left communist 
traditions has also altered. Although we do not deny that both were communist, 
today we maintain that it is the Italian Left tradition which furnishes the 
elements for communist work. 


{The second version thus, we hope, presents in a strengthened form the original 
economic analysis of the first text, while its politcal failings have been 
overcome. We are thus able once again to use it as part of our platform. 


Introduction 


The question of the class nature of the society produced by the failure of the 
Russian Revolution is one which has rightly occupied the attention of communists 
for the past half century. The answer to this question bears directly on the 
possibility of achieving communism and on whether Marxism is the theory of 
proletarian revolution. 


In studying the nature and dynamic of the society which emerged in Russia, and 
was later extended to China, Eastern Europe and elsewhere, communists must 
squarely face up to the problems and their implications. If it is argued that 
these societies are in some way communist or socialist, then this involves a 
rupture with Marx's view of the content of socialism. Marxism becomes thus a 
utopian dream and ceases to be the theory of proletarian revolution. Marx saw 
communism as the product of working class revolution leading to a society of 
associated producers in which the state, national frontiers and commodity 
production would be abolished and production would be to satisfy the needs of 
the many rather than the profits of capital. The discrepancy between this and 
a society with statified property relations, based on widespread social 
aheaualisy and the exploitation of wage labour, and in whose creation, outside 
une By the worxing class played no part - this discrepancy is too great to be 
ridged. 

On the other hand, to argue that Russia is not socialist, but neither is it 
capitalist, also tears the heart out of Marx's historical materialism. Marx 
‘and all subsequent revolutionary Marxists saw humanity as only having two 
options after capitalism; either society would move forward to a higher form of 
production (socialism), or it would revert to barbarism. As Rosa Luxemburg put 
it at the outbreak of the First World War, 

"Bourgeois society faces a dilemma; either a transition to socialism, or a 

return to barbarism. This the dilemma of world history, either - or. The 

die will be cast by the class-conscious proletariat." 


(Ausgewahlte Reden Vol.ITI) 


Marxism excludes a third alternative, higher than, or alternative to capitalism, 
and which 1s not socialism. Such an alternative, even if it is an exploitative 
society (some have argued that Stalinism was slavery) also means that we have to 
abandon Marxism and look for some other theory that can explain the emergence 
and dynamics of this new social formation. 


To rely on the saving grace that Stalinism was barbarism is also no solution. 
This leaves us with an episodic barbarism up to 1953-6, out of which some other 
formation emerges in a mysterious way - a part-time mode of production! And for 
Marxists barbarism is a mode of production. It is a reversion to social 
organisations with limited technology and limited division of labour, and not 
just a word used to describe nasty, repressive political structures. Even 
though Russia and Western capitalism have exemplified barbaric elements in the 
Twentieth Century, neither have returned to neo-tribal scavenging, except for 
brief periods of war or crisis. 


It is clear that only the perspective that these societies are still capitalist, 
whatever specific features they might exhibit, can preserve Marx's scheme of 
history and vision of communism, from disintegration. But the following text is 
written,not as a religious demonstration of our faith in Marxism, but because we 
feel that the basic tools of Marxism can and do explain the emergence and ~ 
development of capitalism in Russia. And a survey of all the rival theories 
which deny the capitalist nature of Russia,run up against insurmountable theor- 
etical obstacles which lead to confusionist and reactionary political positions. 


Here we will review the various theories which have emerged in the last 50 years 
about the nature of Russian society, and subject them to criticism. Then we 
will examine the economic crisis in Russia and other state capitalist societies, 
which is becoming increasingly acute. The whole analysis demonstrates that the 
statification of property relations is a response of the entire world bourg- 
eoisie to the decline of the capitalist mode of production in this century. 


The Itineraries of Apologists 


The confusion which exists today on the issue of state capitalism, and the 
eyuation of nationalisation with socialisation, represents, as so often occurs 
in periods of counter-revolution, a clarity lost. Until the defeat of the 
Russian revolution, a defeat not caused through military conquest but through 
isolation, there was no problem of "state capitalism" and the revolutionary 
Marxist position towards it. As early as the 1880s when Bismarck was nation- 
alising sections of the German economy in the interests of Prussian militarism, 
Engels confronted the issue directly and unequivocally, 


"But the transformation, either into joint stock companies, or into state 
ownership, does not do away with the capitalistic nature of the productive 
forces...@he modern state, no matter what its form, is essentially a 
capitalist machine, the ideal personification of total national capital... 
The workers remain wage labourers, proletarians. The capitalist relation 
is not done away with. 


But of late, since Bismarck went in for state ownership of industrial 
establishments, a kind of spurious socialism has arisen... if Bismarck 
toox over for the state the chief Prussian railways simply to be better 
able to have them in hand in case of war...and especially to create for 
himself a new source of income, independent of parliamentary votes, this 
was in no sense a socialist measure." 


(Anti-Duhring pp.329-330) 


Engels clarity here is not tnat of an isolated individual. The position of 
official social democracy on "state capitalism was the same, i.e. it saw it as 
an anti-working class measure. This can be found in, for example Bebel's 
Society of the Future. Groups like the Socialist Labour Party before World War 
Qne warned that the incipient tendencies towards state capitalism in Edwardian 
Britain were not measures of socialisation. A brilliant exposition of this is 
given in William Paul's The State: its Origin and Function. And when the First 
World War led to greatly developed methods of state planning revolutionaries 
did not hesitate to reassert the revolutionary Marxist position. For example, 


Bukharin surveyed the planned capitalism of the imperialist war for the 
Bolsheviks, and commented, 


"The capitalist mode of production is based on the monopoly of the means of 
production in the hands of the capitalists within the general framework of 
commodity exchange. There is no difference in principle whether the state 
power is a direct expression of this monopoly or whether the monopoly is 
privately organised. In either case there remains commodity economy (in 
the first place the world market) and, what is more important, the class 
relations between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie." 


(Imperialism and World Economy (1915) p.157) 
The confusion about state capitalism has arisen from its growth out of the 
isolation and defeat of a genuine proletarian revolution. The overwhelming 
reason for the emergence of state capitalism in Russia was the failure of the 
revolutionary wave in Europe after World War One, and the inability of the iso- 
lated and destroyed Russian economy to sustain the limited steps towards 
communist relations of production which had been inaugurated during war commun- 
ism. Not that these steps were seen as building socialism in isolation. On 
the contrary, the most vociferous defenders of war communism (the "Left 
Communists" of 1918) were the firmest defenders of the need for an aggressive 
international policy (rejection of Brest-Litovsk etc.) since they believed, 


"Phe Russian revolution will either be saved by the international prolet— 
ariat or it will perish under the blows of international capitalism... 
Everything depends on whether or not the international revolution is 
victorious." 
Bukharin (quoted in Bukharin and the Bolshevik Revolution 
S. cohen p.66) 
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The feeling that isolation was temporary, led Lenin and the Bolsheviks to 
introduce the New Economic Policy (NEP)because they felt they could administer 
the capitalism it represented for a short period until isolation was overcome. 
Lenin was quite clear that NEP was a retreat to capitalism, and one which was 
increasingly getting out of control, 


"It was intended through the state to exchange the products of industry in 
a more or less socialist manner for the products of agriculture ... What 
was the result? We must confess that our retreat turned out to be not 
enough, and it is indispensable for us to carry out a supplementary retreat 


to pass from state capitalism to state regulation of buying and selling 
of monetary circulation..." 
(E.H. Carr The Bolshevik Revolution Vol3 p.333) 

Gradually, however measures which were at first seen as the management of state 
capitalism, came to be portrayed as measures of socialist construction. This 
was a view shared by both the right and left of the party at this time. While 
Stalin (and Bukharin who had joined him) argued that NEP was the basis of 
socialism, the left-wing Preobrazhensky in his Primitive Socialist Accumulation 
of 1924, called for industrialisation via a tax on e peasantry. uc 
industrialisation was seen as the basis for socialism inside Russia. 


Faced with economic developments in Russia in the Twenties and Thirties, the 
reactions of those who failed to see that a counter-revolution had occured were 
two-fold. On the one hand there emerged the theory of the degenerated workers! 
state or the transitional society, held by Trotsky and from whose roots all 
sorts of theories of a "new form of society" emerged. On the other hand there 
arose the theory of "socialism in one country" (Stalin and his followers). A 
criticism of these two poles of apology will, better than anything else, prove 
the theory of state capitalism. 


Trotsky was implicated in the establishment of state capitalism in Russia. In 
the early Twenties he advocated forced industrialisation through militarisation 
of labour. He further did not reject the idea of socialism in one country (1) 
and remained a loyal oppositionist to Stalinism until his exile in 1929, He was 
unable to realise that a counter-revolution had taken place and maintained that 
Russia was a workers state until his death in 1940. at first Trotsky's argument 
that Russia was not capitalist was based on the fact that a proletarian party 
held power, and the state bureaucracy could be "pressurised" by the working 
class. The latter argument would make any country non-capitalist, since work- 
ing class pressure can often moderate ruling class policies, whilst the former 
argument was abandoned when the consolidation of Stalinism and the Purges made 
it too embarassing to maintain. Trotsky then completely reversed the defence 
of the USSR from a political to an economic basis. He forgot that the very 
economic measures which he imagined proved Russia was a workers' state had been 
introduced by the same Stalinists he denounced politically. He now defended 
Russia precisely because it was state capitalist i.e. because, 


"The nationalisation of the land, the means of industrial production, trans- 
port and exchange, together with the monopoly of foreign trade, constitute 
the basis of the Soviet social structure. Through these relations, estab- 
lished by a proletarian state revolution, the nature of the Soviet Union 
as a proletarian state is for us basically defined." 


(Revolution Betrayed p.235) 


When this mumbo-jumbo is compared with the earlier cited comments of Engels and 
Bukharin, Trotsky's rupture with the communist programme is clearly revealed. 
Similarly his view that the relations of production in Russia were socialist, 
put those of distribution were bourgeois or fascist, is an inanity for Marxists 
who hold that, 


"fhe relations and modes of distribution thus appear merely as the obverse 
of the relations of production. The structure of distribution is 


(1) See "Protskyism and the Counter-revolution" Revolutionary Perspectives 9 


for a fuller explanation of this view. 
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completely determined by the structure of production." 
(Marx Grundrisse (Pelican edn. p.95)) 


Historical aberrations can occur, for example in a revolution,but these cannot 
possibly maintain themselves over long periods. Not only did Trotsky see the 
relations of distribution as contradictory to those of production in Russia, he 
also argued that the political superstructure of Stalinism was in contradiction 
to the proletarian infrastructure of the economy. He felt that the whole of 
‘Russian society and its economic life was "transitional" to socialism, but that 
the bureaucracy was intent on preventing such a transformation, and even 
considering a capitalist restoration to maintain its privileges. The fact that 
this proto-capitalist bureaucracy was exactly the force which was carrying out 
the measures of industrialisation which Trotsky imagined gave Russia its 
socialist economic basis didn't make any difference. Trotsky's mass of contr- 
dictions were passed off as a theory. Trotsky argued that the bureaucracy was 
not a class since it was not hereditary but this is not the point. A ruling 
class is not necessarily defined by its actual ownership of the means of 
production as individuals but as a collective disposer of the surplus created by 
the labour power of the exploited class. Thus bishops, abbots etc. in medieval 
Europe disposed of Church property by virtue of their office and supervised the 
exploitation of the serfs. Similarly the bureaucracy of Oriental Despotic 
societies disposed of the surplus produced by the exploited class without 
accumulating hereditary property themselves. A class is not determined by its 
method of recruitment, or by legal property relations, but by its position and 
function in the process of production. The state bureaucracy in Russia, or the 
state bourgeoisie is a ruling class. 


Today most orthodox Trotskyists echo the position of Trotsky on Russia, and 
since they don't see it as a class or capitalist society, they call for its 
defence against "imperialism". Although there are many nuances amongst Trot- 
skyists about how defensible or proletarian Russia is, most follow broadly the 
positions put out by the Fourth International, and its theoretician, Brnest 
Mandel whose British section is the International Marxist Group (IMG). Mandel's 
arguments are basically an elaboration of Trotsky's ideas, 

",,.the production relationships specific to the transitional society are 
thus a hybrid combination of essentially non-capitalist economic planning 
and the. elements of commodity production which arise from the still basic- 
ally bourgeois distribution relations ... The capitalist mode of product- 
ion is characterised vy particular laws of motion, which in no way deter- 
mine the dynamics of the Soviet economy ..." 

(E. Mandel Critique 3 pp.10-14) 


Mandel advances the non-marxist idea that the transitional society between 
capitalism and communism shares similarities with transitional societies between 
other modes of production. He maintains that the idea of the transitional 
society covers a whole historical epoch in which capitalist and communist elem- 
ents in the mode of production compete with one another. This forgets that the 
seizure of power by tue proietariat can only follow the establishment of the 
necessary level of productive forces for communism on a world scale. Ironically 
Mandel echoes many of Stalin's arguments on the non-capitalist nature of Russia 
(e.g. exchange between enterprises not taking commodity form, the law of value 
not determining investment etc.- see below for a further explanation). However 
he does not follow Stalin's assertion that this makes Russia socialist. He says 
it is transitional, and has an internal dynamic which pushes it towards 
socialism. No wonder some Trotskyists, who still see the bureaucracy as 
"restorationist", accuse Mandel of being the apologist of the Soviet ruling 
class. His position veers towards that of seeing greater economic growth as, in 
itself, leading to socialism in Russia. 


The whole idea of a transitional "mode of production" between capitalism and 
socialism is simply a disguised "third system" theory, though Mandel sees it as 
noving towards socialism. Either Russia is socialist already, with deformations, 
‘or it is still capitalist. These are the only positions which can remotely 
-laim to be consistent with Marxist theory. This halfway house position has led 
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to a constant flux in the Trotskyists' ranks of currents moving to an accomod- 
ation with Stalinism, or towards a rupture with Trotskyism. 

with Russia's integration into the concert of world imperialism becoming ever 
clearer throughout the 1930s Trotsky's theory of the degenerated workers' state 
began to crumble. It was left to his followers to salvage something from the 
wreck. In 1939 Bruno Rizzi published La Bureaucratisation du Monde which argued 
that Russian society was a class society in’which a new form of exploitation, 
"bureaucratic collectivism" existed. He characterised the system of production 
within it as a type of industrial slave society (see below). He maintained that 
the bureaucracy was a class which in actual fact did own the means of production 
through its control of the state. This form of society, since it was clearly 
more efficient than capitalism was, according to Rizzi, bound to supersede it. 
Stalin, Hitler, Mussolini and the Roosevelt of the "New Deal" were represent— 
atives of a new system of exploitation destined to prevail the world over. 


Trotsky, realising this theory was derived from his own views, and that it was 
popular among his followers, attacked it as anti-marxist. He maintained the 
Russian bureaucracy was intent on restoring private capitalism and was itself 
becoming the stockholders in the banks and factories. History he predicted 
would resolve the issue, and if World War Two did not lead to proletarian 
revolution in the West, and the overthrow of the Russian bureaucrats then Marx- 
ism would have been proved wrong and socialism shown to be a utopian dream. 
Trotsky, incapable of resolving the contradictions in his own theory was now 
being led to question Marxism itself. 


When Stalin allied himself with Hitler in conquering and annexing Poland (and 
later did the same in Finland), Trotsky was logically forced to support him. In 
the case of Poland, the bureaucracy, which according to Trotsky was reactionary 
and preventing the development of socialism within Russia,was progressive in the 
measures which it brought to the Poles. It nationalised the banks and industry, 
and divided the landlords estates amongst the peasants. As in Russia Trotsky 
saw these measures as the basis of socialism,though he was unable to explain how 
a "reactionary" class could carry out "progressive" measures. 


Certain of his followers now accused him of being an apologist for Stalin and, 
claiming to defend Trotskyism from Trotsky, took up the theory of "bureaucratic 
collectivism", though they did this in a more superficial way than Bruno Rizzi. 
Schachtman argued that not only was Russia bureaucratic collectivist but that it 
was also imperialistic. However initially he still imagined it was more progr- 
essive than the democracies of the West. 


"From the standpoint of socialism, the bureaucratic collectivist state is a 
reactionary social order, in relation to the capitalist world, it is on an 
historically more progressive plane." 

(Quoted in f. Cliff "Theory of Bureaucratic Collectivism" 
International Socialism 32) 


Later Schachtman decided that Stalinism was barbarism, and called for the 
defence of democracy against this barbarism. A theory that sees a society as 
crisis-free, with no central dynamic, inevitably leads to such erratic political 
conclusions. But if bureaucratic collectivism was an alternative for Russia, it 
could be an alternative for any country. This was the conclusion of another ex- 
Trotskyist, James Burnham, who argued that Russia was in no sense a workers! 
state and that Fascism was another variety of bureaucratic collectivism. He 
claimed that both were on a higher plane than private capitalism and predicted 
the victory of Fascism (indeed he appeared to welcome it) in World War Two. Such 
a purely descriptive characterisation of Russia as bureaucratic collectivism 
becomes higher or lower than capitalism, defensible or indefensible, according 
to the mood of the moment. It is the sins of the father visited on the Trotsky- 
ist children, and has nothing to do with Marxism. 


Bruno Rizzi argued that the method of exploitation within bureaucratic collect- 
ivism was a form of slavery. For him Russia was a class society but the forces 
of production would develop so quickly and produce such an abundance based on 
"industrial slavery" that Stalinism would evolve automatically into communism! 
His justification for his views was the existence of legal disabilities on 
workers changing jobs, forced labour and labour camps etc. He stated, 
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"Exploitation occurs exactly as in a society based on slavery, the subject 
of the State works for one master who has bought him, he becomes part of 
the master's capital...They (i.e. the Russian workers) no longer have 
anything in common with free workers except the sweat of their brows. The 
Marxists will truly need a Diogenes! lamp if they intend to find any 
proletarians in Soviet towns." 

(La Bureaucratisation du Monde p.72-4) 


But although some outright slavery did exist in Nazi Germany (which Bruno R. 
considered in the same light as Russia), there was no slavery in Russia in the 
1930s. A slave is a commodity which is bought and sold. The Russian working 
class continued to buy and sell their labour power in the period of industrial- 
isation. There was no commodity exchange in human beings. Forced labour was 
introduced by Stalin for kulaks, political prisoners etc., but forced Tabour is . 
no more slavery than ordinary prison labour. It is labour for a fixed period and 
is not exchangeable on the market. As for the proletariat proper, they were the 
value-producing force for the vast bulk of the Five Year Plans, of which forced 
labour was a small though important part. And labour turnover was as high in 
Russia as in any other capitalist state in the 1930s. 


LABOUR TURNOVER PER 100 EMPLOYEES 

1929 1930 1931 1932 

Entered employment 122 176 151 121 
Left employment 115 152 136 155 


(Source: A. Nove Economic History of the USSR (Pelican) p.197) 


If you add to this the high rates of absenteeism you have hardly got the 
behaviour pattern of a slave class! 


Another variant of the "third system" standpoint was produced after World War 
"wo by the French group, Socialisme ou Barbarie, around Paul Cardan who broke 
from Trotskyism without breaking from Trotsky's perversions of Marxism. As 
early as 1949, in an article entitled "Les Rapports de Production en Russie". 
Cardan argued that, in Russia, we are dealing with a non-capitalist, crisis-free 
but exploitative society. Cardan wrote of those who considered Russia capital 
ist, 


"We must recall here that certain Marxists consider the USSR to be state 
capitalist and have long searched for the equivalent of economic depress- 
ions and the industrial reserve army. Some believe that they have found 
them in the phenomenon of the concentration camps...We still patiently 
await the economic crisis provoked by de-Stalinisation." 


(Modern Capitalism and Revolution p.29) 


Cardan slowly drew out the conclusions of his position, and argued that if 
nationalisation and planning could prevent crisis in Russia, it could also do so 
in the West. Faced with twenty years of post-war boom he argued that western 
capitalism was now crisis-free. Revolution he now predicted would come from the 
conflict between the working class and the bureaucracy (order givers/order 
takers). In the end Cardan rejected all possibility of revolution, just as he 
had rejected crisis theory, and he retreated to planning capitalism within the 
OECD. Alas, this was in 1967, a year before the biggest mass strike in French 
history, and not much longer away from the onset of the deepest capitalist 
crisis since 1929! cCardan, like his followers in Solidarity in Britain, see 
socialism as a question of forms of organisation, as a project for self- 
management. As a result just as the Schachtmanites and Burnhamites abased them- 
selves before every non-capitalist gang that appeared, so the Gardanites rushed 
to flirt with every bourgeois regime that temporarily donned a "non-bureaucratic" 
face (e.g. Yugoslavia, Algeria). The Cardanites in Britain, not up to such 
general notions, contented themselves with flirting with "autonomous" Free Derry 
and the Ulster workers Council, as well as self-managed exploitation in the form 
of sub-contracting in the building industry (i.e. the lump). 


14 


.——- _—-+- ~~ 


Clearly none of the views which have their roots in Trotskyism can explain the 
nature of Soviet society, nor maintain the centrality of Marxism as the theory 
of revolution. In addition,as we have shown here, their political consequences 
are disastrous. 


While the Trotskyists were discovering new social formations inside Russia, 
Stalin and his followers were advancing the idea that Russia had reached 
socialism with the industrialisation of the Five Year Plans. The idea that 
socialism could be achieved in one country is the bedrock of the claims of 
Stalin and the Stalinist "third period" groups which exist today. As Stalin 
himself put it, 


"Lenin, proceeding from Marxist theory, came to the conclusion that ...the 
socialist revolution could prove fully victorious in one country taken 
separately ... that the old formula of Marx and Engels no longer corres- 
ponded to the new historical conditions." 


(Marxism and the Problem of Linguistics p.47) 


Given the international nature of the world economy and division of labour, and 
the pressure this would create on an isolated country, Marx had argued that "the 
emancipation of labour is neither a local or a national problem and depends for 
its solution on the concurrence of the most advanced countries" (General Rules 
of the International Working Mens Association). Socialism in one country, 
especially a backward one like Russia, was excluded. During the First World War 
Lenin wrote the following, which was to lay the basis for Stalin's claims, 


"Uneven political and economic development is an absolute law of capitalism 
Hence the victory of socialism is possible, first in several, or even in 
one capitalist country taken singly. The proletariat of that country, 
having expropriated its capitalists, and organised its own socialist 
production, would stand up against the rest of the world." 


(On the United States of Europe Slogan in Daniels Documentary History of 
wotsnevicn p. 71) 


But what Lenin is saying here, though unclearly expressed, is that a victorious 
proletariat would not simply administer capitalism whilst waiting for the world 
revolution to end its isolation. It would make a start on the attack on 
capitalist relations with the expectation that its isolation would be ended and 
the transformation of social relations could then begin in earnest. This is 
exactly what the Bolsheviks realised they were forced to do in the 1917-21 
period. Lenin always argued that Russia could not in the long-term build 
socialism in isolation. Nowhere did he even consider the possible long-term 
survival of an isolated socialised economy. 


Various arguments have been put forward to defend the idea of Russia as a 
socialist economy, and they find their most orthodox expression in Stalin's 
"Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR" (1952), the bible of the anti- 
revisionists today. These arguments are; the property relations of the USSR are 
statified (this, as we have already shown, proves nothing about the class nature 
of the economy), that the law of value does not regulate production, that 
commodity exchange has been abolished, and that production is planned centrally 
and not by market forces. 


The idea that state-directed investment overcomes the law of value is asserted 
by Stalin. Under classical capitalism the law of value ensured a freeflow of 
investment from unprofitable industries to profitable ones, and clearly this 
does not happen in the USSR. 


"Totally incorrect too is the assertion that under our present economic 
system... the law of value regulates the proportions of labour distributed 
among the various branches of production... * 
If this were true it would be incomprehensible why our light industries, 
which are the most profitable, are not being developed to the utmost and 
why preference is given to heavy industries, which are often less profit- 
able, and sometimes altogether unprofitable." 

(Stalin Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR) 
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put Stalin is simply describing here the situation which exists in all the 
capitalist countries in the decadent phase. Here the state carries out invest- 
ment or re-investment in the non-profitable, highly capitalised, heavy industr- 
ial sectors of the economy through nationalisation or state-financed re-organ- 
isation, which is paid for by the taxation of the still-profitable sectors of 
capitalism. But if we hold that this means that the law of value ceases to 
operate, the conclusion must be that the mixed economies of Keynesianism are 
moving towards communism. 


Stalin also argued that the deviation of prices from values in the USSR should 
be rectified, 


"phe trouble is not that production in our country is influenced by the law 
of value. The trouble is that our business executives are poorly 
acquainted with the operation of the law of value." (loc.cit.) 


But prices deviate from values under western capitalism and the value-price 
equation only has meaning at the level of the whole economy. This is even more 
distorted in Russia by price-fixing via subsidies etc. This also oceurs in the 
West (especially in wartime) without this abolishing the law of value. However, 
at the level of the whole economy, total prices approximate to the total value 
of output. Stalin's aim to correct value-price distortions and establish 
tgocialist'value was rebuked in advance by Engels, 


"m9 seek to abolish the capitalist form of production by establishing 
“true value" is tantamount to abolishing catholicism by establishing the 
"true" Pope ... by consistently carrying into life an economic category 
which is the most comprehensive expression of the enslavement of the 


producers by their own product." 
(Anti-Duhring p.368) 


Another of Stalin's arguments is that the Russian economy is predominantly 
socialist since commodity production has been abolished. The bulk of the output 
of Department 1 (producer goods) did not pass via the market and ‘that commodity 
production was'limited' to personal consumption, 


"Gonsequently our form of commodity production is not of the ordinary type, 
but is a special kind of commodity production without capitalists, which 
is concerned mainly with the goods of associated socialist producers (the 
state, the collective farms, the co-operatives) the sphere of which is 
confined to personal consumption" (loc. cit.) 


By not denying that agriculture, personal consumption and foreign trade involve 
commodities, the Stalinists assert that commodities need not be exchanged, as 
Marx said, for other commodities, but can be exchanged for socialised use 
values. Goods produced as use value, in Department 1 can function to produce 
commodities in agriculture, while commodities imported from the West (machines) 
can be integrated into the production of use value. Some metamorphosis of 
commodities indeed! Basically this view sees the use the good is put to, 
rather than how it is produced, as determining its commodity character, and 
like all non-marxist analyses, leaves the sphere of production for that of 
distribution. 


The argument that the output of Department 1 is not commodity production, since 
it is not bought or sold on the market, and prices are fixed by the state, and 
not by competition, implies logically that the same tendencies within the mixed 
economies are moves towards the abolition of commodity production. In what 
sense does the state-fixed price for electricity paid by state railways and 
state steel in Britain abolish commodity production? Does the mining of their 
own coal by the U.S. steel firms abolish commodity production? Only by assuming 
what has yet to be proved can it be argued that in the West these are steps to 
strengthen capitalism whilst in Russia they are part of the move to communism. 
In any case the capitalist market could (and indeed largely has during world 
wars) disappear without abolishing capitalism, 
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"The whole of the capitalist market - except the market relations between 
capital and labour - may disappear without affecting the capitalist form 
of production at all. The market relation between capital and labour is 
the only capitalist relation per se. Short of its abolition the histor- 
ically developed form of production that has been called capitalism 
cannot disappear." 

(P. Mattick Partisan Review 1941) 


The analysis of the nature of Russia cannot begin from issues like the sphere 
of circulation but must be found in the process of production and accumulation. 
For us the capitalist nature of Russia is defined by the commodity character of 
labour power, by the separation of the producers from the means of production, 
and the accumulation of capital based on the extraction of surplus value from 
labour power. In Russia the producers are wage labourers, exchanging their 
only commodity against a wage, which they in turn exchange for other commodities 
which ensure their existence. This relation is the backbone of the capitalist 

4 nature of the whole economy, 


"Thus capital pre-supposes wage labour; wage labour pre-supposes capital. 
They reciprocally condition the existence of each other, they reciprocally 
bring forth each other." 
3 (Marx Wage Labour and Capital (Selected Works Vol.1I p.92)) 
Despite wage fixing, despite attempts to prevent or enforce movement of labour 
(both of which existed in Nazi Germany without making it socialist), wage 
labour has never been other than a commodity in Russia, hence the surplus for 
expansion has taken the form of surplus: value and this expansion the form of 


capital accumulation. " é 
The Dynamics of State Capitalism 


The isolation and subsequent failure of the Russian Revolution gave grist to the 
mill of those "Marxists" who had found it quite possible to support the ' 
imperialist war , but found the Bolshevik Revolution a step backward for humanit, 
The Plekhanovs in Russia, the Kautskys in Germany etc, fell back on a vulgarised 
Marxism which looked on each national economy in isolation. They argued that 
since Russia was a "backward" country, only a bourgeois revolution was on the 
agenda, and hence the emergence of capitalism in the 1920s came as no surprise 
to them. Even certain groups which had opposed the war,like the British SPGB, 
or Martov and the Menshevik Internationalists, regarded October as a Blanquist 
coup, as a bourgeois revolution which could only result in the development of 
capitalism. The bourgeois revolution theory was a poison patented by counter- 
revolutionaries and equivocators. 
However, under the impact of the defeat and demoralisation of the working class 
4 in the 1920s, the theory began to raise its head within the revolutionary milieu 
Sertain of the groups who had enthusiastically welcomed the Russian revolution 
as proletarian and the first step in the world proletarian revolution, went back 
to the theory of the bourgeois revolution later on. Otto Ruhle, a leader of the 
minority secession from the KAPD (Communist Workers Party of Germany), argued in 
1924 in a way which would be echoed by later "council communists", 


"From the beginning, in accordance with its historical conditions the 

Russian Revolution could only be a bourgeois revolution. It had to get 

rid of Tsarism, to smooth the way for capitalism and to help the 

bourgeoisie into the saddle politically." 

(From the Bourgeois to the proletarian Revolution p.13) 

But to deduce from the capitalist nature of Russia in the 1920s the "bourgeois" 
nature of the revolution is mechanistic and dangerous. 
This view is nationalistic,in that, instead of seeing World War One as the 
expression of the global crisis of capitalism, and the movements of 1917-21 as 
an international proletarian response to this crisis, it limits the struggle for 
socialism to national frotiers. The success or failure of each proletaiat thus 
depends on the "maturity" of its own bourgeoisie. Second, Ruhle and all his 
followers fail to answer the question of why the Russian bourgeoisie was not ' 
capable of carrying out its historic tasks, and had to let the Bolsheviks take 
their place. Did the Russian bourgeoisie simply lack nerve, or did its impasse 
express the crisis of a system where no more bourgeois revolutions were possible 
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And how can we have bourgeois revolutions and proletarian ones occurring at the 
same time since they are characteristic of quite different periods of capitalist 
development? Why, in fact, were the bourgeois revolutionaries in Russia trying 
to stir up proletarian revolutions in the rest of Europe? If we seriously hold 
to the bourgeois revolution thesis then we have to abandon Marxism. If a 


bourgeois revolution can be carried on by a proletarian class and party, what 
becomes of the base/superstructure relationship in Marxism? 


Ruhle did have the insight to see that Russia was state capitalist and to point 
out that nationalisation was not socialisation, 


"Phe Bolsheviks carried out the nationalisation of industry, of transport, 
banks, factories etc., and thus awoke quite generally the belief that 
socialist measures were involved. Nevertheless nationalisation is not 
socialisation. Through nationalisation you can arrive at large-scale, 
centrally run state capitalism, which is still capitalism..." 

(op. cit. p.15) 


But Ruhle ignores the socialisation measures of war communism, which gave the 
original expropriations a proto-communist character, and he also "forgets" that 
in 1924 no-one in Russia had yet baptised the economy as "socialist". In fact 
Lenin would have agreed that it was state capitalist. Unlike Ruhle, Lenin and 
other communists elsewhere knew why it was becoming state capitalist. This was 
simply because the revolution had become isolated,not because it was bourgeois 
in origin. 


We present this article from the "Observer" of 18/8/81 to our readers. 
From an obviously closer and more subjective point of view, the writer 
shares our conclusions on the state capitalist nature of the Soviet Union - 
although we believe his faith in 'independent' trade unions is sadly 
misguided and mistaken, as we have particularly discussed in recent 
"WORKERS VOICE' articles on Solidarnose in Poland. 


For Workers Voice copies 1 to 6 (new series), send £1.20 + 30p P&P 
to the group address. 


Capitalist Russia versus the workers 


IT IS NO secret that funda- 
mental human rights have 
been consistently trampled 
on in the Soviet Union. The 
flouting and complete dis- 


may be characterised as in- 
dependent-minded. I became 
aware that their numbers are 
growing daily. 


The author Is a Ukrainian worker from Kiev now serving a second term 
of imprisonment for campaigning for workers’ rights. This account of 
his case has been received by Amnesty International In London in the 


regard of human rights is 
felt most acutely by the work- 
ers who are powerless to 
counter political and socio-: 
economic oppression. 

My life and my so-called 
‘slanderous activities’ may 
well serve as examples. I am 
presently serving a second 
term of imprisonment. In 
1975 I was charged under 
Article 187 and sentenced to 
three years’ imprisonment by 
the Kiev Oblast Court. In 
1979 1 was charged under 
Article 206 and sentenced to 
five years’ imprisonment by 
the Kiev People’s Court. 

As a worker relegated to 
the lowest rung of the Soviet 
social ladder, I personally 
have experienced economic, 
socio-political and national 
oppression. Understandably, 
I could not help but give 
thought to and consider the 
real reasons for this oppres- 
sion. With time I realised that 
my fellow workers were also 
victims of exploitation and 
that this exploitation was 
greater the lower one found» 
oneself on the social ladder. 

T came to the conclusion 
that ultimately it is the state 
which is the exploiter along 
with the Staté-party bour- 


form of an open letter to the Ukrainian Human Rights Movement and the 
United Nations’ Human Rights Committee. It was written last November 
in a penal colony at Bucha in the Ukraine. 


geoisie which is in its service 
and which is the one wiélding 
the real power in the country. 
The socialism and _inter- 
nationalism of which one so 
often speaks in the Soviet 
Union is nothing more than 
a smokescreen for a means of 
production and distribution 
of material goods which is 
not in the least socialist. 

In short, I have come to the 
conclusion that our country 
is actually a State a 
society with a totalitarian 
form of government. 

In informal conversations 
with fellow workers, I expres- 
sed some of my views regard- 
ing Soviet reality. I saw 
nothing wrong in so doing. 
Specifically, I noted that the 
real causes for our im- 

overished condition are to 

e found not in mistakes com- 
mitted by the administrative 
apparatus but in the very 
system of production which, 
in actual fact, is capitalist. 

In my conversations as 
well a5 in the leaflets which 


I_ wrote and then posted 
throughout Kiev on bulletin 
boards, buses, monuments, 
etc (for having posted my 
leaflets on a statue of Lenin, 
I was charged under Article 
206 with hooliganism), 1 
showed that Soviet labour 
union ‘ie. state - party 
organisations) neither con- 
stitute aseparate autono- 
mpus organisation nor do 
they represent the rights and 
economic interests of the 
working class. 

They are, in fact, an integ- 
ral part of the party-State 
apparatus whose principal 
aim is to extract the utmost 
from the worker while keep- 
ing the working-class in blind 
obedience, checked and en- 
sured by a system of meting 
out at first minor and then 
ever greater benefits. The 
dispensation of benefits 


depends on such factors as 
good behaviour, success in 
meeting the designated 
quotes and loyalty to the 
tate. ii: 
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Those workers who express 
dissatisfaction, be it out- 
rightly. or indirectly, are 

saying 


demoted to the lowes: 
jobs, lose any privileges and 
are put under the ‘care’ of 
Soviet penal authorities. All 
this is done with no objec- 
tions raised by the labour 
union. 

I believe that I am not 
alone in my endeavour, that 
the situation in the Soviet 
Union is rife for the founding 
of independent labour union 
(as opposed to party-state 
ones) which would prove 
effective in solving the prob- 
lems with which the working 
class is faced. I explained to 
my fellow workers that we 
not only have the right to 
talk of independent labour 
unions but the right to 
organise them. 


Throughout the course of 
my so-called ‘slanderous’ 
tivity, I came to see that 
similar vigws are held by 
many workers who, as a rule, 


‘And even though the rul- 
ing class will go to any length 
to check independent-minded 
workers whose protest is born 
of, spontaneity, repressions 
will no longer be able to sup- 

that awareness which 
been awakened in the 
consciousness of the people. 

The recent events in 
Poland have shown that the 
working-class is capable of 
leading the struggle for its 
rights and freedoms, for a 
feasible improvement. of ‘its 
well-being. The effectiveness 


This, in short, is the extent 
of the ‘slanderous’ activity 
for which I am being ‘rehabi- 
litated” behind barbed wires. 

I ask that the Ukranian 
human rights group make my 
letter known to the people of 
the Soviet Union and to world 
public opinion. But fore- 
mostly. to the labour unions 
throughout the world. Let 
them be the ones to deter. 
mine who the real culprit is 
and what his true motives.are. 


Mykola Pohyba 


The majority of the KAPD around Gorter originally rejected Ruhle's idea that the 
Russian revolution was inevitably bourgeois, 
"we are the firmest opponents - and this goes for the KAP of all countries 
- of the view of the Mensheviks, Kautskyites, Independents, pacifists, 
etc. - that the Russian revolution had to go through the experience of a 
bourgeois revolution. When a proletariat sees the way to revolution and 
victory, it has a right and a duty to seize it. And the possibility of 
the German and world revolution was, and still is, there." ; 
(Die Kommunistische Arbeiterinternational p.2) 


i i i i lution was there 
or Gorter the option of making a bourgeois or proletarian revo re, 
aon it was Bolshevik policy which pushed events in the direction of a bourgeois 
revolution. For the KAPD the original sin of the Bolsheviks was the New 
Economic Policy (NEP). The great danger was the bourgeois restoration brought 
about by the Nepmen and the kulaks, who favoured a return to private rather than 
state capitalism, 


"In the cities the new power of the bourgeoisie is growing, on the land 
a the new power of the peasantry, and in between is the proletariat, 
which in spite of appearances, has little power. The new bourgeoisie in 
the cities and the peasantry want to enrich themselves ... they wait only 
for foreign trade to be opened and all the fetters on capitalism will be 
loosened." 

(Gorter op,cit. p.8) 


i i i i had, after 
s the NEP consolidated itself, Gorter decided that the revolution ; 
an. been half-bourgeois, and eventually he concluded that it had been a truly 
bourgeois one. He thus achieved an ideological re-unification with Ruhle, 


\ . 
",..the party dictatorship is the typical hallmark of the bourgeois 
revolution ... A bourgeois revolution is always the revolution of a 
minority against a majority." 
iad (op. cit. p.5) 


Gorter's view of capitalism in Russia should logically have seen Stalin's 
decision to abandon NEP and supress private capital in 1928 as a step back in 
the right direction. Some of the KAPD (e.g. Karl Schroeder) did, and rejoined 
the KPD. Similarly in Russia most Trotskyists led by Preobrazhensky now turned 
to support of Stalin. The relics of the German and Dutch Lefts remained confused 


about the nature of Russia. For example, the Dutch GIK talked of Russia in 
1931 as, : 


"..-a new, previously unknown form of social domination ... and a state 
communist economy, or better, that of state capitalism." 


(Grundprinzipien Kommunistischer Production und Verteilung pp. 25 and 88) 


But as Marx commented "mankind only sets itself such problems as it can solve". 
Thus the effects of the: economic crisis of 1929, and the rise of statification 
in Germany (Fascism), the USA (New Deal) and elsewhere showed that the tendency 
towards statification was the main development of capitalism in the era of its 
permanent crisis. The problem of the state as the central personification of 
capitalism could now be faced, and resolved, more easily. The clarification on 
a world scale of the bourgeois nature of statification and planning meant that 
the previously mentioned G.I.K. could write about Russia in a much clearer vein 
in 1935. They characterised it as capitalist and explained why. 


"For the same reasons, from the Marxist point of view, the Russian tentat- 
ives towards economic planning cannot be considered socialist. Russian 
practice does not obey communist principles, but rather the laws of 
capital accumulation. Here we have, although even under a modified form, 
a production of surplus value ... Wage labour gives birth to capitalism 
and constitutes the basis for the existence of a growing privileged 
bureaucracy ... The separation of the.producers from the means of 
production which still exists in Russia, exchange relations, the market, 
necessitates the maintenance of accounting in money. All this has 
nothing to do with Marx's definition of the "free and equal association 
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of producers" which constitutes communism." 
(Average Social Labour Time (ICO) p. 30) 


The most consistent analysis of Russia as state capitalist was done by the 
council communist groups around Paul Mattick in the USA (Council Correspondence 
and Living Marxism). Mattick came from the KAPD tradition in Germany an 

defended many revolutionary positions. In the difficult period of the 1950s and 
1960s he maintained that capitalism remained a crisis-ridden system, incapable 

of overcoming its contradictions. In this respect his work "Marx and Keynes" 
remains a cornerstone of communist economic theory today. Mattick, following 
Henryk Grossman, analysed the crisis of 1929 as the onset of the permanent crisis 
of capitalism. This was caused by the lowering of the average rate of profit, 
or, expressed another way, by international capitals of such a high organic comp- 
osition that the counteracting tendencies to the fall in the rate of profit were 
insufficient to prevent capital stagnation. (1) The New Deal, the Nazi Four Year 
Plans and Stalin's Five Year Plans were all efforts to overcome the contradict- 
ions of capitalism by planning it, and were all doomed to fail. Of Russia he 
wrote, 


",,. there is no term which could express more clearly the economic order 
of Russia than the term state capitalism. The mode of production is capit- 
alist; that is to say, by means of wage labour there is an appropriation 
of surplus value, of profit." 


(International Council Correspondence June 37) 


At this point Mattick asserted that Russia was also prone to economic crisis. 
However later, Mattick argued that state capitalism was not a crisis-ridden 
system, and in the later chapters of Marx and Keynes he adopted a neo- 
Schachtmanite position i.e. that Russia was exploitative but crisis free. But a 
society cannot be capitalist and crisis free. If it is capitalist it is value- 
producing and, 

"Phe value form ot prouucts toererore already contains in embryo the whole 

capitalist form of production, the antagonism between capitalists and 

wage-workers, the industrial reserve army, crises." 


(Engels Anti-Duhring p,341) 


Mattick himself addressed the question to Marcuse; if capitalism is crisis-free 
what remains of Marxism but a beau geste? But latterly Mattick took the same 
view; capitalism can save itself, can avoid the alternative of socialism or 
barbarism, revolution or war, by becoming something else i.e. state capitalism. 
Mattick is here echoing the theorists of "finance capitalism" who before worldwar 
One saidthat capitaiism's new forms of organisation would allow 1t to surmount 
crises. They were to be disproven by events. This does not prevent Mattick 

from arguing that state control of wages, prices and investment can avoid crisis. 


"Marx's theory of accumulation seems to lose its validity for the complete- 
ly controlled capitalist economy, i.e. state capitalism. The state 
capitalist system does not suffer from that particular contradiction 
between profitable and non-profitable production which plagues private 
property capitalism ... the state capitalist system may produce profit- 
ably and non-profitably without facing stagnation." 


(Marx and Keynes p278,291) 


Only the pressures of arms production, due to international power politics, 
prevent logical. planning, but despite this and bureaucratic mismanagement, 
Mattick argues that there are no barriers to automation and accumulation in 
state capitalism. It can go on indefinitely developing the productive forces, 
except for one factor. This is the conscious decision of the ruling class to 
halt expansion, since a society of abundance would threaten their dominant 
position. This is where Mattick differs from Bruno R. who believed that Stalin- 
ism would inevitably and without conflict lead from slavery to communism. But 

he is much closer to Trotsky's position that the relations of production in 


(1) See "fhe Economic Foundations of Capitalist Decadence" in Revolutionary 
Perspectives 2. 
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Russia are transitional to communism if the bureaucratic fetters can be removed. 
Given the frantic efforts of the Soviet rulers to obtain Western technology to 
offset economic stagnation, Mattick's position that they want to prevent expan- 
sion is ludicrous. Mattick, in his later years thus edged to the "third system" 
theory in all but name, 


"The state capitalist system is neither capitalist in the traditional 
sense, nor represents the socialism of Marx's vision." 
(op. cit. p.231) 


This position is a volte-face for Mattick and a rupture with Marxism that does 
indeed reduce it from a weapon of struggle to a "vision", [It is not surprising 
therefore that this led Mattick to a virtual abandonment of all activity bar 
academic pursuits, and to a tacit condonement of Russia as the "lesser evil" 
given his pessimism about the prospects for working class revolution. 


Problems of Russian Imperialism 


The expansion of Stalinism into Eastern Europe after World War Two caused a 
crisis in the Trotskyist movement. fTrotskyists saw the Stalinist bureau@ icy 
which threatened the "gains of October" inside Russia as extending by force 
those very gains in order to establish a new series of workers' states in East- 
ern Europe! While the orthodox Trotskyists of the Fourth International, includ- 
ing todays Mandelites, tried to discover proletarian revolutions in Eastern 
Europe after 1945, some abandoned the theory of "workers! states" and adopted 
that of state capitalism (though generally failing to acknowledge the position's 
origins in the German and Italian Left Communist movement before 1945). 


The analysis of Raya Dunayevskaya should be mentioned here. She was Trotsky's 
secretary in Mexico but broke with him over his support for the Nazi-Soviet Pact 
in 1939. She concluded during the war that Russia was state capitalist. She 
saw this as being the ultimate state of capitalism and that it was still subject 
to crises which lay, as everywhere else, in the tendential fall in the rate of 
profit. Given that the system was not crisis-free, she saw that it was threat- 
ened by workers' revolts like that in Hungary in 1956. State capitalism was not 
a third system for her, 


"State capitalism means,and can only mean, bureaucracy, tyranny and barbar- 
ism, as could have been seen in Nazi Germany, and as can be seen in 
totalitarian Russia." 

(Marxism and Freedom p.258) 


But Dunayevskaya fails to analyse the Russian economy in any detail, and to ask 
whether state capitalism is imperialist. Thus her group News and Letters fails 
to examine the role of the USSR in third world struggles today which she fails 
to see as imperialist. Also,whilst criticising state capitalism in Russia she 
sees nothing wrong in supporting its extension via "national liberation" 
struggles in Africa, Asia and Latin America today. 

Another theory of state capitalism was developed by Tony Cliff, and the Inter- 
national Socialist group (now the Socialist Workers' Party)who split from the 
Fourth International when events in bastern Europe after World War Two showed 
the indefensibility of the Trotskyist position on Russia. ‘Their state capitel- 
ist analysis allowed them to oppose Russian and Chinese imperialism in Korea in 
the early 1950s, and to hold discussions with the survivors of the Italian Left. 
But the weakness of their analysis meant that these advances were not maintained. 
Today the SWP finds itself an indirect apologist for Russian expansion in 
Vietnam, the Middle Bast, and elsewhere. 


Cliff's main analysis of state capitalism is in the work "State Capitalism in 
Russia" (which has been published previously under other titles). As far as 


economic data go, Cliff's work is the most detailed and useful to have been 


published in English on the question. Theoretically also, the work has great 
strengths. For example, the theories of Trotsky and his followers on the 
"degenerated workers' state" are minutely analysed, and comprehensively demolish- 
ed. Cliff, in the 1964 version of his book also took his stand on the decadent 
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nature of world capitalism, which allowed him to maintain that neither Stalinism, 
nor any other "forced development of the productive forces" was any longer 
progressive, 


"were the backward countries isolated from the rest of the world we could 
say that capitalism would be progressive in them. Revolutionary Marxists 
however, take the world as our point of departure, and therefore conclude 
that capitalism, wherever it exists today, is reactionary... 

The conclusion as regards the reactionary character of Russian state 
capitalism, notwithstanding the rapid development of the productive 
forces, can be refuted only if one could prove that world capitalism had 
not prepared the material conditions necessary for the establishment of 
socialism... and without the maturity of the world for socialism the 
October revolution would not have broken out." 


(Russia: a Marxist Analysis pp.130-1) 


But if we examine what Cliff means by state capitalism, it becomes clear that 
Russia is, for him, an exploitative, class-divided society, but not capitalism. 
That is, as the Mandelites have argued, Cliff is nearer to the bureaucratic 
collectivist theory than he cares to admit. This becomes clear when he 
discusses the lack of commodity production in Russia. Cliff states, 


"Phere is only one thing in Russia that appears on the surface to fulfil 
the requirements of a commodity; labour power. (But) If there is only 
one employer ... the contract becomes only a formality..." 

(op. cit. p- 157) 


So we have, in other words a capitalism which has totally abolished commodity 
production, i.e. a non-capitalism. Por Cliff the Taw of value operates inside 
Russia only because of the pressure of external competition. Not economic 
competition but competition in armaments which forces Russia to accumulate to 
defend itself, 


",.. hence if one examines the relations within the Russian economy, then 
one is bound to conclude that the source of the law of value as the motor 
and regulator of the economy is not to be found within it." 

(op. cit. p.159) 


This of course means that if the West disarmed, or the workers took power there, 
Russia could disarm and proceed to communism without the need for a new revol- 
ution. This is the position of Mandel and even the Soviet bureaucracy itself. 


If the law of value does not operate within the Russian economy there can be no 
economic crisis (and a crisis-free capitalism does not exist). Cliff rejects 
the possibility of either over-production or falling profit rates as the causes 
of crisis. He argues that a permanent war economy under state capitalism will 
lead to accumulation without crisis (First Cliff told us that the need to defend 
itself caused by capital accumulation in Russia. Now he says that the need to 
ensure accumulation causes the war economy!), 


"But besides these'solutions' there is another means whereby state 
capitalism can eliminate the crisis, via a war economy ... it appears 
that the war economy solution is the only expedient of the Russian 
bureaucracy..." (op. cit. pp, 173, 175° 


Here we have the famous non-marxist theory, expounded by SWP economists such as 
Kidron in his Western Capitalism since World War Two, in which arms production 
is geen as a solution to the crisis of capitalism. We have no space to deal 
with this theory here except to point out that what applies to state capitalism 
enn also apply to Western capitalism. And in texts such as Kidron's Maginot 
Marxism and Cliff's Rosa Luxemburg of the 1960s scorn was heaped on those who 
predicted a renewed crisis of capitalist accumulation. When the crisis arrived, 
the SWP magically covered its tracks and began talking about the falling rate of 
profit in the mixed economies and in Russia without an explanation of their 
previous position or indeed acknowledgement of their errors. In the same way 
Cliff has never explained why IS opposed the war in Korea but supported that in 
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Vietnam. A vague theory of state capitalism allows for all kinds of unprincipled 
twists and turns. 


Not surprisingly, Cliff cannot explain Russian imperialism as stemming from the 
contradictions of the state capitalist economy (since for him it has none) but 
can only put forward empirical explanations for each move, such as plunder,self- 
defence or malevolence. Indeed, since the book was written, Cliff and the SwP 
have abandoned the view that Russia is imperialist, except in Eastern Europe, 
and see it as playing an objectively progressive role in "national liberation" 
struggles throughout the globe. The fact that Cliff once pointed out that 
capitalism is progressive nowhere today has been conveniently forgotten. 

Despite using the term "state capitalism" cliff actually portrays a Russia where 
the word capitalist is emptied of its specific content, and whose economy lacks 
any internal dynamic or drive. Out of such confusions arises the inability of 
Cliff and his followers to hold on to the limited clarity they had achieved 
after the Second World War, and their subsequent abandonment of Marxism. Today 
they are able to call for an unequivocally bourgeois and nationalist movement 
like Solidarity to take power in Poland, and for Polish workers to engage in 
mutual slaughter with Russian workers in uniform for such an end. 


State Capitalism and Decadence 


An organisation which has appeared since 1968, drawing its origins from the 
German and Italian Left, the International Communist Current has also attempted 
to sustain the state capitalist position in relation to Russia. The work of the 
Icc has the virtue of unambiguously stating that Russia, China etc. are state 
capitalist, and that these are societies which exhibit the symptoms of a 
capitalist economic crisis though it rejects the value analyses of such as 
Mattick, and draws its economic theories from the "over-productionist" theories 
of Rosa Luxemburg. 


A Luxemburgist view stresses that the crisis of capitalism, including state 
capitalism, arises from the realisation problem. As Rosa Luxemburg herself said 


in her main work, The Accumulation of Capital (1913), 


",.. internal capitalist trade can at best realise only certain quantities 
of the value contained in the social product ... that part of the surplus 
value which is earmarked for capitalisation must be realised elsewhere." 

(op. cit. pp. 366-7) 
Thus the capitalist nature of Russia is demonstrated for Luxemburgists, not by 
the existence of wage labour, but by the relations of distribution. For them 
Russia exports on to the world market in an attempt to realise the capitalisable 
proportion of its surplus value. As their journal Internationalism claims, 


"the impossiblity of realising the capitalisable proportion of the surplus 
value within ones own borders, compels that state capitalist society to 
expand beyond its frontiers and seek outlets on the world market." 
("State Capitalism and the Law of Value" in Internationalism No. 2 p.38) 


While the Icc have attempted to validate this theory by examination of Russia's 
economy it unfortunately will not do. The clearest refutation of Luxemburgist 
economics is given by an examination of accumulation under state capitalism. for 
example, an examination of Russia in the 1930s - a period of vast economic 
growth - shows (given, of course, resources) that capital accumulation is poss- 
ible, under certain specific conditions,in a closed system. In this period of 
fastest economic growth in Russia it virtually withdrew from the world market. 


IMPORTS AND EXPORTS OF THE USSR 


(In millions of roubles/current prices) 
Exports Imports 
1928 3e18 : ae 


1930 4539 4637 


1937 1728 1314 
= (Source: Cliff op. cit. p.160) 
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Even the indebtedness of the USSR to the West of 1,400 million roubles (1931) 
was wiped out in the 1930s. ‘One bourgeois economist describes this autarchy, 


"Foreign trade had diminished in volume in the mid-thirties and the sub- 
stantial reduction in the imports of machinery made possible the emerg- 
ence of a balance of payments surplus which enabled the Soviet government 
to repay debts incurred during the first Five Year Plan." 


(A. Nove An Economic History of the USSR pp. 259-60) 


Russia's autarky had followed an increase in exports, mainly of grain, in the 
first Five Year Plan. This was not because the grain could not be sold at home 
since there was actually famine in the early 1930s. Rather it was to pay for 
imports of Western technology for the first round of industrialisation. Under 
the second Five Year Plan, most of the capital goods were of domestic production, 
leading to a decline in the need for imports of machinery, and a massive fall in 
the grain exports to pay for them. Thus specific conditions forced Russia on to 
the world market, and were to do so later, but these were concerned, not with 
the problem of realisation, but with the problems of accumulation related to the 


operation of the law of value in the Russian economy. 


Also, there is no correlation at any time, as claimed by the Luxemburgists of 
Internationalism, between the level of exports and the rate of capitalisation. 
ima this is crucial to the whole theory of Luxemburg (1). According to Nove, 
the gross agricultural and industrial production of the USSR. in 1937 was 115,623 
million roubles. If all the exports in 1937 had been industrial and agricultural 
goods, at 1728 million roubles, this would have amounted to 1.5% of output. But 


Threshing on a collective farm. In the 1930's, despite famine, 
grain was exported to fund expansion of heavy industry. 


at this time Russia was exporting vast amounts of art treasures, jewels etc., so 

our figure is probably nearer 1%. Meanwhile capitalisation was running at over 

30%! This is rather an enormous discrepancy to be brushed aside. This period of 

autarky gives us the clearest validation of Lenin's view in "fhe Development of 
T jarxise 


Capitalism in Russia" (1899), when he was arguing against similar no: 
theories advanced by the Social Revolutionaries, 


(1) For a comprehensive criticism of Rosa Luxemburg's theory, see “the 
Accumulation of Contradictions" in Revolutionary Perspectives 6. 
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"The different branches of production which serve each other do not 
develop uniformly, they overtake each other and the more developed 
industry seeks foreign markets. This circumstance does not by any means 
indicate that it is impossible for the capitalist nation to realise 
surplus value - it merely points to the disproportionality between the 
development of various industries. With a different distribution of the 
national capital, the same quantity of products could be realised within 
the country." 


But like the Russian economy the ICC cannot escape the operation of the law of 
value. Though continually paying lip-service to Luxemburgism, they in practice 
tend to see Russian trade as being motivated by unequal exchange, or the desire 
to secure vital raw materials or plant, 


"the main component of this imperialist relationship (with Eastern Europe) 
resides in the unequal exchange enforced by Russia on her satellites." 
("Russian Imperialism in the Middle East" World Revolution 2 p.32) 


Finally, as we argued in Revolutionary Perspectives 10, the ICC's idea of 
capitalist decadence is sO mechanistic that 1¢t gives ammunition to the apologists 
of Russian state capitalism. In their pamphlet "The Decadence of Capitalism", 
the Icc try to prove, in a wealth of statistics, that decadence means a decline 
in the growth of the productive forces. This is untrue for the world economy 
but even more problematic for the Russia of the Five Year Plans. The theory of 
capitalist decadence does not mean that capitalism can no longer develop the 
productive forces but that it acts as a fetter on an even greater growth or, in 
cases where growth does occur it is only at the cost of immense human loss (e.g. 
imperialist war or militarisation of labour). The ICC view leads logically to 
the view that Stalinist Russia must have been proletarian since the productive 
forces were developing. Clearly this is not a conclusion the ICC wishes to 
reach but unless they adopt a consistent value analysis they will enter the 
battle disarmed. 


State Capitalism and The Law of Value 


The Italian Left Fraction who had founded the Communist Party from Italy but 
who were subsequently expelled from both the PCI and the Third International, 
took longer to come to an understanding of the state capitalist nature of Russia 
than the currents issuing from the German Left. The Italian Left felt that 
Russia's economy was capitalist in the early 1920s but so long as the proletar- 
iat held power , and the prospect of world revolution remained, then this was 
not irrevocable. Even after their expulsion in 1927 the Italian Left regarded 
Russia as a still-proletarian outpost, and themselves as an expelled Comintern 
opposition. In exile in France and Belgium, and within the prisons of Fascism 
in Italy, the Italian Left Fraction continued to debate the nature of Russia. 
Whilst the Fraction in exile remained divided, the members of the Left who 
remained in Italy concluded that Russia was no longer proletarian by 1933. In 
1943 these comrades formed the Internationalist Communist Party. Their view of 
Russia as state capitalist was later expressed in the Party's Programme in 1952, 


"The party declares that the policies of the Russian state correspond to 
the fundamental interests of its economic structure. Consequently its 
foreign policy of imperialist expansion and preparation for war is the 
product of the typically capitalist thrust of its economy ... state 
capitalism is only another form of capitalism, and doesn't differ in its 
nature, in its internal contradictions ... from any other capitalism." 

~ (op.cit. p.9) 
Under the impact of the decay of class activity in the 1950s, the followers of 
Bordiga (who never joined the new party) within the Internationalist Communist 
Party, broke away on a series of opportunist positions (on the unions and the 
national question) and began to call for a re-examination of the question of 
Russia. Bordiga himself began to talk of Russia in the 1950s as a third system. 
The main "Bordigist" group today is the International Communist Party (which 
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publishes "Communist Pro ramue") and,despite many subsequent splits, contains 

the main body of those aio Teft the Internationalist Communist Party in the early 
1950s. The International Communist Party has finally overcome its vacillations 
on Russia, and now unequivocally asserts its state capitalist nature, 


",,. the fact that the Russian economy exhibits all the commodity and 
capitalist categories, the fact that Russian workers are subject to the 
slavery of wages, suffices to define it as capitalist ... the more 
(Russian) industry in its entirety becomes dependent on international 
exchanges ... the more the world capitalist crises carry the Russian 
economy in their train." 


(The Myth of Socialist Planning in Russia in Communist Program 4 pp.9, 24) 


But their analysis suffers from several theoretical weaknesses. The Bordigists 
adhere to a geographical rather than a historical view of capital. They see the 
world divided into old,decadent capitalist countries and young, ascendent ones. 
phe fact that both exhibit similar tendencies (e.g. statification, subjection to 
imperialism) and both occur at the same time, appear co-incidental to them. Thus 
the emergence of state capitalism in Russia and elsewhere (e.g. China), and as 
the outcome of so-called struggles of national liberation in Asia, Africa and 
Latin America, is seen by them as pro, ressive. In fact, from the point of view 
of the world economy, they are signs thet the progressive epoch of capitalism is 
closed. The fact of state capitalism refutes the theory that it is progressive. 
Tf capitalism was still progressive why should it resort to state capitalism at 
all? Why should it not allow "free enterprise” to carry on with the dynamic 
development of the economy unless this mainspring of classical capitalist 
development has not already wound down? 


Economically too, the analysis of the Bordigists is flawed. Although talking in 
terms of the law of value and the rate of profit, the International Communist 
Party at times collapses into Luxemburgism. Thus they see the crisis being 
imported into the Russian economy by Russia opening itself to the world market. 
In fact Russia's increasing involvement in the world market is because the 


crisis is already there. 


The Marxist Analysis of Russia 


The capitalist mode of production is based on the accumulation of capital, 
through the re-capitalisation of surplus value, produced by the exploitation of 
human labour-power. The central contradiction of the capitalist mode of prod- 
uction is the tendential fall in the rate of profit. Since living labour is the 
only source of new surplus value, the rate of profit falls as the proportion of 
capital which is fixed (machines etc) rises, and that of living labour falls 
with accumulation. Although offsetting the fall in the rate of profit is poss- 
ible by various methods, such as cheapening raw materials, increasing exploit- 
ation etc., thse have definitely limited force. The ascendance and decadence of 
capitalism as a mode of production is determined by this basic law of Marxist 
economics. By around 1914 the advanced organic composition of the capitals 
which dominated the world market was such that no new progressive development on 
to the world market by less advanced capitals was possible, since they could not 
compete with the cheap products of the advanced capitals. The organic compos- 
ition of the advanced capitals was also such that the rate of profit was perman- 
ently lowered. Although the mass of profit was still rising this was insuffic- 
ient to fund the needs of the already existing mass of capital for re-equipment 
and expansion. The stagnation this led +o was only resolved by the destruction 
of capital via wars, enforced utilisation of unprofitable industry, enforced 
equalisation of the rate of profit by statification, and artificial expansion of 
demand by printing money (inflation). We have reached the point in the develop- 
ment of capitalism foreseen by Marx, 


",.. hence it is evident that the material productive power already pres—- 
ent, already worked out, existing in the form of fixed capital ... that 
the development of the productive forces brought about by the historical 
development of capitalism itself, when it reaches a certain point, 
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suspends the self-realisation of capital, instead of positing it ..- 
The growing incompatibility between the productive development of society 
and its hitherto existing relations of production expresses itself in 
bitter contradictions, spasms, crises ... The violent destruction of 
capital, not by relations external to it, but rather as a condition of 
its self-preservation, is the most striking form in which the advice is 
given it to be gone and to give room to a higher state of social product- 
ion." 
(Grundrisse Pelican edition pp.749-50) 
How can this law of the falling rate of profit, "the most important law of 
| political economy" (Marx), be applied to Russia? (1) 


{The failure of the Russian revolution to extend itself internationally meant 
that communist relations of production could not be built in Russia, and that 
the forces of production could only be developed on a capitalist basis, albeit 
in the form of state capitalism. State directed accumulation in Russia was 
possible at that time for two reasons. First, the low organic composition of 

. the national capital, and secondly because the peasantry could be forced to bear 
the bulk of the costs of accumulation by being compelled to become agricultural 
and urban proletarians. Such accumulation was also possible only because Russia 
had been the world's sixth largest industrial power in 1914. However it needed 
Russian withdrawal from the world market since Russia could not hope to compete 

‘ on equal terms with the West. But this development of the productive forces, 
which has made Russia the second largest industrial power in the world, soon 
produced its own contradictions, which forced Russia back on to the world market 
in an attempt to offset them. 


®he phenomenonally high organic composition of capital in Russia, produced by 
industrialisation, is reflected in the following figures of the rise of producer 


goods as compared to consumer goods. 


1913 1932 1950 1959 
| DEPARTMENT 1 (Means of Production) % 33 a3 69 73 
| DEPARTMENT 2 (Means of Gonsumption)% 67 47 32, 27 


(Source: Cliff op. cit. p.291) 


For Marxists this means that the Russian economy will experience the same 
tendency towards the falling rate of profit as do the Western mixed economies. 
As is obvious, given the disguised nature of commodity production in Russia, 
lack of accounting in strict profit terms etc., such a conclusion cannot be 

, demonstrated empirically. However if the rate of profit in Russia was falling 
with accumulation, then the rate of accumulation would be expected to decline 
due to insufficient investment. And here the figures speak for themselves; 


| RUSSIAN INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION 
change per annum 
1950=-55.44442135.0 1965-68...... 8.9 
1955-5904 0+4-10.0 1968-70....6. 7-4 
1960-65...... 8.6 1970=72..2066 Tel 


(Source: D. Dyker The Soviet Economy) 


Since the early seventies things have got worse, and 1979 was the worst year for 
the Soviet economy since 1945, with a recorded growth of industrial production 


(1) Just as this text cannot be a full account of the Russian revolution or the 
theory of Luxemburg, so it can't deal with the complexities of the crisis 
of capitalism. Readers are referred to the text cited earlier in 


Revolutionary Perspectives 2. 
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of 3.4%. This siow growth rate can be traced to a slow-down in the increase in 
investment (increase since obviously investment has to remain stable to achieve 
even zero growth). 


ye INCREASE IN SOVIET INVES TMENT 


TdSSwessev dd 1961...---4 
1959......13 1962....--9 
1960...... 8 1963.44.45 


(Source: Nove Economic History of the USSR p.361) 


The target for the 10th Five Year Plan was annual growth rate of 6.5% (1976-80), 
put it is certain that this has not been achieved, despite being the lowest-ever 
Plan target. The areas in which targets were achieved were in the oil, gas and 
coal industries. Russia depends on them for 65% of its export earnings, and 

the revenue they bring in funds most of the technology bought in the West to 
improve productivity in other spheres of production. But these earnings are 
buoyant because of high demand and, often, direct investment from the West. In 
other words, Russian economic growth is "planned" not by the bureaucrats in the 
Kremlin, whose plans are mainly projections of existing economic trends (in 
which they are nearly always over-optimistic), but by world capitalism. 


The decline in surplus for re-investment is particularly critical at a time when 
agriculture igs undergoing severe difficulties, and requires large capital 
inflows to modernise it. The enormous development of industry was partly 
achieved by bleeding agriculture white, leaving it backward and inefficient. 
With roughly 25% of its active population involved in agriculture, the USSR 
cannot feed itself. 1973 saw the beginning of what has since become a standard 
pattern of large Soviet purchases of grain from the USA. The erratic nature of 
the Soviet harvest can be seen from the following table: 


SOVIET GRAIN HARVEST 
(im millions of tons 


1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 
140 224 196 235 179 
(Source: Lloyds Bank Review Economic Report: USSR (1980) p.16) 


Admittedly the capricious weather conditions of the USSR have something to do 
with this, but investment of capital in machinery, storage, transport etc. can 
overcome much of the problem of climate as they have elsewhere(e.g. Canada). The 
crisis in agriculture is a drag on growth since it diverts capital (25% of the 
current investment) and labour (15 million industrial workers are drafted with 
the army to bring in the harvest every August and September!) from industry. 
Nothing else can explain declining Soviet growth rates except falling profits. 
All theories of bureaucratic inefficiency (which exists) simply fail to explain 
why this leads to a crisis at a specific point in time. Surely the bureaucracy 
is not so stupid as to decrease investment and growth by design? These things 
happen because the bureaucrats are not in control of their economy, capital is. 
Fighting bureaucratic inefficiency can moderate aspects of the crisis but will 
not solve it. Soviet economic performance is giving the Kremlin nightmares, 


"phroughout the 1950s the Soviet economy remained at the head of the 
‘medium growth league' consisting, inter alia, of the USA, Federal 
Germany, France ... Yet during the 1960s the USSR began to sink to around 
the middle of the league, and in this last five years has sunk to around 
pottom place," 

("soviet Economic Growth" K. Bush NATO Review No. 1 p.22) 
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Admittedly this is a hostile source but Soviet figures do not contradict it. The 
decline in growth endangers Russia's position as a super-—power and increases the 
possibility of working class resistance to the system. 

This is especially true since the Russian ruling class has cautiously increased 
the exploitation of Russian workers in an attempt to mitigate the effects of the 
crisis. One of the means adopted is to increase the intensive exploitation of 
the workers, by introducing more productive Western technology. It is this 
desire to replace obsolete constant capital, as well as to offset shortfalls in 
agriculture, both traceable to the falling rate of profit, that lies at the 
basis of the Soviet breakthrough on to the world market. A glance at the import 
figures validates this view, 


"Righty per cent of East European imports from the developed countries in 
1970 were manufactured goods, mainly machinery and equipment." 


( "gast-west Trade" Finance and Development 10) 


‘But these purchases, and those of grain have led to a steadily mounting debt to 
the West reaching $4 billion in 19973 and rising to 916 billion in 1980. Russia 
has therefore tried to move towards "buy back" deals, where Western finance 
constructs whole projects in the USSR, and these are paid for in finished goods. 
fhe FIAT factory at Togliattigrad was financed in this way. However Western 
capital is becoming understandably reluctant to accept these deals as they 
leave the creditor with a vast amount of commodities which are increasingly 
difficult to sell. Except in the field of energy (e.g. German and Italian 
finance for the Soviet pipeline to Western Europe) such deals are likely to 
decline in the years ahead. This will leave the USSR the choice of increasing 
debt (like Poland), increasing stagnation ... or further increases in the 
exploitation of the working class. All have incalculable dangers for the 
bureaucracy. 


fhe difficulty of increasing productivity by wholesale re-equipment of product— 
ion through installing new machinery has led to attempts to increase product- 
ivity more directly. For example, while in the Fifth Five Year Plan (1951-55) 
just over half of the total increase in industrial production was achieved by 
labour productivity increases, in the current plan (1976-80) it is proposed that 
out of the target 37% increase in output, 32% be achieved by increasing labour 
productivity. The methods to be adopted, and their aims, are clearly given in 
the statements of the Soviet leaders themselves: 


"Raising the efficiency of prone ion, reducing costs and increasing the 
productivity of labour is the path we must follow in order to increase 
profits." 

(Kosygin Pravda 7.4.71) 


",,. faults which are particularly intolerable are those of wastage of 
labour time, irregularity in the pace of work, lack of discipline in 
work and large turnover of personnel in enterprises." 

(Brezhnev Pravda 2.3.76) 


But the problems posed by too large an attack on the working class through 
increased productivity, especially when consumer shortages are so persistent, 
are obvious. Ever since the strikes in 1923, caused by the effects of NEP, the 
Russian workers have shown an unwillingness to be pushed too far. Even under 
the severe conditions of the 1950s Stakhanovites were sometimes attacked, and 
absenteeism was rife. In June, 1962 there was a nation-wide strike against 
piece-work and increased meat and butter prices, which reached its peak at 
Novocherkassk. 11,000 workers at the Budyenny locomotive works struck and 
marched on the Communist Party headquarters which led to clashes with the police. 
Order was not restored until the Army had been brought in. In 1972, at 
Dneipropetrovsk, thousands of workers went on strike and occupied their factories 
in protest against living and working conditions. Again this led to clashes 
with the State which led to many casualties. More recently there were strikes 
in 1977 in Leningrad and Riga over meat shortages. The Soviet rulers will try 
peed option before they confront the massive and undefeated Soviet working 
class. 
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The method by which capitalism tries to offset the falling rate of profit is 
imperialism. In Volume III of Capital Marx outlines a schema which should have 
served as a starting point for any Marxist theory of imperialism but was neg- 
lected for fables of "super-profits" or "saturated markets", 


"Po the extent that foreign trade cheapens partly the elements of constant 
capital, partly the necessities of life for which variable capital is 
exchanged, it tends to raise the rate of profit by raising the rate of 
surplus value, and lowering the value of constant capital... 

Capitals invested in foreign trade are ina position to yleid a higher 
rate of profit because in the first place they come into competition with 
commodities produced in other countries with lesser facilities of prod- 
uction, so that an advanced country is able to sell its goods above their 
value..." 


Russia emerged as an imperialist power of the first order in the wake of World 
war Two, when it extended its control over Eastern Europe and (temporarily) 
Manchuria. These areas were partly simply looted, and partly had to pay heavy 
reparations to the USSR, thus easing its problems of post-war reconstruction. 
Today Russian imperialism's area of most secure control is the COMECON bloc in 
Eastern Europe. It functions as a huge capitve market for Russia. It is due to 
its vast trade surplus with them that it is able to run an equally large trade 
deficit with the West. Although it is true that Russia supplies her satellites 
with oil at below world market prices, this is in return for supplying Russia 
with capital goods on a similar basis. COMECON must also raise the capital for 
Russia's exploration and development of new oilfields. Most Eastern European 
states would benefit from trading freely on the world market but the use of the 
ruble as Comecon currency prevents this (not to mention Soviet troops in Eastern 
Europe! ). 


But Russia is not only imperialist in Eastern Europe. The basic pattern of 
Russian aid is imperialist. In return for vast amounts of military and financ- 
ial aid, Russia maintains a dominant hold over its "clients'" economies. ‘Thus 
the Cuban sugar crop and the Egyptian cotton crop (at least until Sadat abruptly 
swopped imperialist masters) has been mortgaged to the Russians for decades. 
Today in Angola Russia has the right to 90% of that starving areas fish catch in 
return for obsolete weapons. The USSR is also investing in co-partnership 
industrial enterprises in countries like Iran and India, where she draws profits 
on her investments, and where construction ties the client countries to the 
purchase of Soviet equipment in the future. 


And the basic pattern of Russian trade is imperialist, i.e. of unequal exchange. 
Russia imports raw materials from the "Third World" at prices lower than their 
domestic value to Russia, and exports machinery in return at above value prices, 
thus increasing the surplus value of the domestic economy. 


COMPOSITION OF TRADE OF EAST EUROPEAN COUNTRIES (1970) 


With developed EXPORTS IMPORTS 
countries Manufactured 44 80 
Non-manufactured 56 20 
% 


With less dev- 
eloped countries Manufactured oe 15 
Non-manufactured 85 


23 
~(Source:Finance and Development op. cit. p.36) 


The figures also reveal the weakness of Russia (or COMECON) as an imperialist 
bloc, since its trade pattern with the US bloc bears some similarity to its own 
with the "Third World". And the USSR is a weak imperialism. Despite being the 
world's second largest economic power (though Japan is closing the gap’ the 
USSR economy is about 60% of the size of that of the USA. Without an ally, it 
is at a grave disadvantage. To keep up in the race to dominate the planet it is 
forced to spend about 12% of its GNP on arms (i.e. about twice the. proportion of 
the USA) to equal US military might and protect its own bloc. Since arms 
production is unproductive for capital, this represents another haemorhage for 
Russian capital. The recent US decision to step up the arms race in order to 
bankrupt Russia and maintain arms superiority at the same time has created a 
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situation of enormous menace for the bureaucrats. Their economy cannet sustain 
such a race without profound social convulsions. But though Russia is a weaker 
imperialism, it is imperialist. To maintain,as Cliff does, that Russia is 
imperialist in East Europe but not in the Middle East or,as Mattick does, that 
it is not imperialist in the "Third World", is a sheer delusion, spun out of 
willful ignorance of the situation. (1) 


is no coherent alternative theory to that of Russia as state capitalist, 
et cheek is no other theory that is capable of unmasking the dynamic of the — 
Soviet economy. There, as elsewhere, the contradictions of capitalist production 
push it towards super-exploitation and imperialist expansion, as the economic 
catastrophe in poland and the invasion of Afghanistan clearly show. The Russian 
working class, in common with the rest of the world proletariat, holds the 
answer to the question of whether the crisis will be resolved by a third imper- 
ialist war - or by international proletarian revolution.@ 


a 


(1) For an expansion on these themes,see Revolutionary Perspectives 7 "The 
Crisis of Comecon", and Revolutionary Perspectives I7 "Imperialism - the 
Decadent Stage of Capitalism. 


The Italian Left and the Permanent 
Need for the Party 


INTRODUCTION 


The following article is part of a debate which has been continuing within the 
CWO for over a year. Before the publication of Revolutionary Perspectives 18 
last year the CWO had based its positions almost exclusively on the work of the 
Communist Workers' Party of Germany (KAPD). In R.P. 18, however, we published 
"The KAPD and the Question of the Party: A Contribution" which represented a 
minority view within the CcwO. This article argued that the German Left was 
fundamentally mistaken to have left the Comintern in 1921 and that this mistake 
stemmed from the KAPD's misunderstanding of the role of a revolutionary 
organisation. fhe net result was that the German Left failed to survive as a 
revolutionary tendency. ‘The publication of this text sparked off a vigorous 
debate within the organisation which has not only enabled us to synthesise and 
solidify our views on the revolutionary party but which also opened up a wider 
debate on Marxist historical method, the fruits of which are evident in the 
article below. 


In R.P. 18 D.G. Place suggested that the "correct" time for a break with the 
Comintern was in 1922 when the policy of the United Front was proclaimed. The 
present article represents a step away from such a formalist method towards a 
more dialectical approach to understanding the complexity of a situation in 
which for the first time in history a proletarian organisation was captured by 
almost imperceptible degrees by the bourgeoisie. fhe conclusion, accepted by 
our Second Congress, is that, whilst not denying the insights of the German 
Left Communists, all revolutionary organisations today must base themselves on 
that part of the Italian Left which not only fought energetically against the 
degeneration of the Third International but also managed to create the nucleus 
of a truly revolutionary movement after World War Two. Whilst not denigrating 
the contributions of individual communists from the German Left it is now our 
conclusion that only the Italian Left tradition can provide the theoretical and 
organisational starting point for revolutionary Marxist work today. 
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THE ITALIAN LEFT AND THE PERMANENT NEED FOR ThE PARTY 


The central thesis of Marxism is that the proletariat is the gravedigger of 
capitalist society, but that it can only carry out its historic role if 

it constitutes for itself an international organisation of revolutionary 
leadership - the party. When Marx wrote in the rules of the International 
Working Men's Association (IWMA) in 1864 that "The emancipation of the 
working classes must be conquered by the working classes themselves..." 

he was arguing for a working class political party independent of those 
bourgeois parties which the working class had up to that time supported. 
The whole of working class history since 1848 is underlain by the attempt 
to create such an organisation. The tendency towards the appearance of the 
party, however, does not progress in a linear path but involves setbacks 
and forward leaps. When Marx helped form the IWMA in 1864 he had already 
experienced the failure of the Communist League in 1850. Speaking of this 
in his inaugural address to the IWMA he reminded his listeners how they 
were the next step forward after the failure of the 1848 revolution in 
which “all party organisations and party journals of the working class 

were .. crushed by the iron hand of force." The IWMA itself was fated to 
collapse within a dozen years but in both its demise and in that of the 
Communist League the physical extinction of the proletarian organisations 
at least left clear lessons for the way ahead. 


As each of these political organisations of the working class was defeated 
in the 19th century it wss still possible for the class to fall back on 

its defensive organisations (trade unions, co-operatives, etc.). In the 
19th century capitalism was an expanding system and was therefore capable 
of yielding up economic and social reforms to these defensive organisations. 
By the 20th century, however, capitalism had begun to decay as a social 
system. The clearest evidence of this was the first World War. From 1914 
onwards capitalism has only been able to accumulate through the destruction 
of capital by war, at the cost of millions of dead. Its existence is no 
longer in the interests of humanity. A new phase of history opened with 
the first inperialist war. This was recognised by the Third International 
in 1919. 

"A new epoch is born! The epoch of the dissolution of 
capitalism ... the epoch of the communist revolution 

of the proletariat..." (Platform of Third International) 


ea 


‘At the first congress of Comintern 


Decadent capitalism cannot grant lasting reforms and has, since 1914, 
captured reformist organisations to use them against the working class. 
Trades unions today, far from defending workers, call for social peace and 
i: every country in both 1914 and 1939 led workers to slaughter each other 
in the interests of imperialism. And because reformism is impossible, 
because only revolution is the order of the day, the only permanent organis- 
ational existence which the working class. can have today is in its revolut- 
ionary political party. 


Further, decadent capitalism does not defeat the working class by physically 
. destroying its political organisations as it did in the 19th century. In 
the COth century capitalism recuperates them to use them in the fight against 
the working class. The clearest example of this was the Second International 
which, despite resolutions to the contrary, voted war credits to almost 
every government involved in the first imperialist war in 1914. This did 
not physically wipe out the Second International, nor did it destroy its 
influence over large sections of workers (especially in Germany), but it 
i2 did put it permanently in the camp of the bourgeoisie. And if further 
proof were needed of the Social Democratic International's bourgeois 
nature, then its massacre of German workers in the post-war revolutionary 
wave is there for all to see. Today the Second International plays a useful 
role as the left wing of the bourgeoisie, which can be trotted out as the 
- "workers" alternative in times of rising class struggle as a means of 
producing class calm. 


However, the massive betrayal of the proletarian cause at the beginning of 
the imperialist war in 1914 was obvious enough for some revolutionaries. 
The left-wing of many socialist parties of Europe were soon able to detach 
themselves from the Second International and at international conferences: 
at Zimmerwald in 1915 and Kienthal in 1916 they denounced defencism and 
pacifism. Lenin's rallying cry "Turn the imperialist war into a civil war" 
was the first litmus test to those who sought an alternative to the Second 
International. The Russian Revolution of October 1917 was to provide the 
second. The subsequent formation of the Third (Communist) International 
(CL) in 1919 was the most advanced organisational expression so far created 
by the world working class. 


The Comintern 


This is not the place to analyse all the failings of the Communist Inter- 
national and the experience of the proletariat attempting to hold on to 
state power in Russia. The perspective of the Bolshevik Party in November 
1917 was that there was a limited length of time that a proletarian outpost 
could survive without the aid of a world revolution. When the CI was 
founded in 1919, at a time when there was civil war inside Russia, it was: 
with the perspective that such a world revolution was. months rather than 
years away. The problem came when the world revolution not only did not 
appear but the defeats of the workers in Germany in March 1921 suggested 
that capitalism, after seven years of war and revolution, had begun to 
stabilise itself in a new round of accumulation. In such circumstances, how 
long could the proletariat hold onto power in a single country? What 
tactics should a revolutionary International adopt when faced with a. 
slackening revolutionary effort on the part of the European working class? 
The answers. to these questions were the key to the fight for a communist 
perspective in the twenties and thirties. 


Within Russia four years of imperialist war followed by three years. of 
civil war had virtually wiped out the working class and had destroyed the 
Russian economy. In 1921 the Bolsheviks were faced with a choice of either 
going into opposition and letting the Mensheviks or the Social Revolution- 
aries take power, or holding onto power at all costs in the hope that 
European revolution would rescue them They chose the second alternative. 
This demanded measures to end the famine which entailed restoration of the 
market economy. The New Economic Policy, adopted by the Bolsheviks in 1921, 
which put these measures into effect was a policy which benefitted the 
petty bourgeoisie at the expense of the working class. The Bolsheviks were 
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quite clear that this was a strategic retreat. Lenin described it as a 
"step backwards", a form of "state capitalism" which he hoped would be 
temporary, until world revolution allowed the process of socialist trans- 
ormation to re-commence in Russia. 


"By the spring of 1921 it was clear we had been defeated in 
our efforts to achieve 'by storm' our intended conversion 
to a Socialist system of production and distribution, 

that is to bring it about by the shortest, quickest and 
most direct method. The political situation then pre- 
vailing made us see the wisdom of retreating to state 7 
capitalism in many sectors. of the economy, in other words, 
of switching from a strategy of assault to one of siege." 
(Lenin, Collected Works Vol 44 Pg 204) 


At roughly the same time the Cl, at its 3rd Congress, adopted the tactic 

of going "to the masses" which was the precursor of the united front policy 
adopted at the 4th Congress in December 4922. This was a more serious 
capitulation than NEP since the latter had been made with a clear perspective 
(at least initially) that unless the world revolution took over capitalism 
would develop out of NEP. ‘Going to the masses' and the ‘united front' 

which followed it grew out of an error that the CI had held since before its 
2nd Congress. when it hoped to develop mass communist parties in Western 
Europe. For this reason it had adopted the perspective of working inside 

old unions and attempting to capture them as well as standing in parliamentry 
elections, in order to use parliament as a tribune for revolutionary ideas. 


For the German Left the issue of unions and parliament posed the same 
questions about the opportunist tactics of the CI as the united front did 
for the Italian Left, yet the manner in which they fought for their positions 
had profound implications for the future revolutionary organisation. 


Despite their understanding that the nature of the new period made the 
old tactics of Social Democracy obsolete, the Communist Workers Party of 
Germany (KAPD) failed to recognise the overriding need for an international 
revolutionary party. The clearest evidence of this was their failure to 
fight for their positions within the CI.* Not only did the KAPD present 
contradictory faces to successive CI congresses, but they left the CI at 
its 3rd Congress at a time when internal opposition was. generally tolerated 
and without looking closely at the positions of the CI. At the end Congress 
neither of the CI's positions on trade unions and. parliament was an advocacy 
of reformism. (See, for example, "The trade Union Movement, Factory 
Committees and the Third International", a document presented to the end 
congress. ) 
or 

",..parliament cannot be used by the communists. as an 
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in whl 
siete Be class living oteateess was the cage at ie 
jn times during the past epochs. 1 
ae naive form of the state. Therefore it cannot 
possibly be a form of communist society---- 
i i to smash the 
tive of the CI, despite its errors, wWas_ 
boareecisie. Even the KAPD was forced to admit that the difference between 
the CI and the KAP was tactical. Gorter, when comparing the KAPD and t e 
Communist party of Germany (KPD) in "Opportunism and Dogmatism" wrote: 


j hey differ 
"Both trends are decidedly revolutionary...But they 
in tactics, in the means by which they propose to attain 
their aim." 
it from the CI in 1921 over a tactical issue ? 
in its confusions over the question of organisation. 
alist organisation could not accept 


the need for a centralised international communist party, which was one of 
"The KAPD and the Question of 


*This issue was comprehensively covered in 
the Party" See R.P. 18- 
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the fundamental advances of the CI over the Second International. Unlike 
the Second International, which was denounced at the first Congress as a 
mere "Post Office Box" (i.e. a talking shop where messages were passed on 
but which left each national element to go its own way), the CI was intended 
as nothing less than a unified international revoluticnary leadership. 

By asking for special rights the KAPD showed they did not appreciate this 
fundamental axiom. 


The KAPD's decision. to refuse the CI's conditions for continued membership, 

4 which were that they fuse with the KPD, was an irresponsibly short sighted 
one. They never properly explained their positions to a CI Congress, they 
never sought a serious unification of the left currents within the CI and 
they left the only international body thrown up by the revolutionary 
struggles of the class in those years without clarifying the basis for a 
new International. According to them in 1921 the CI which they left was 
still a proletarian organisation (although they had revised this opinion 
by 1922). The consequences of this hasty and thoroughly confused split were 
soon to reveal themselves. In the first place the split of the KAPD from 
the CI was only a prelude to several splits in the KAPD itself which 
followed two splits with the national bolshevists and the ouvrierist Ruhle 
tendency. First there was the split between the Berlin and Essen tendencies, 
then the collapse of the KAI, (Communist Workers International) until 
finally all that was left of the KAPD was a small terrorist rump. With 
physical decline the pace of theoretical regression was quickened. Soon 
the KAPD ceased to regard the Russian Revolutior as a proletarian revol— 
ution and all political parties were regarded as bourgeois. This view on 
parties is the hallmark of councilism - the ideology for communists who 
have gone off into the political wilderness. The historical legacy of 
the German Left has thus been a fossil which has largely obscured the early 
gains they made under the impulse of revolutionary events in Germany. 
The German Left, by abandoning the CI at the first sign of retreat, had 
simply run away from the problems posed by the degeneration of the isolated 
revolution in Russia in the 1920's, and the tactics facing communists in 
a new phase of class struggle. 


The Degeneration of the CI-A Question of Method 


The problems facing communists in the period after 1921 were unique in the 
history of the international proletariat. Never before had the proletariat 
established its own state and survived for three years, yet all communists 
including the Bolsheviks and Lenin were well aware that; 


"The revolution of 1917 was a proletarian revolution... 

Now the problem being posed is what happens to the 

; dictatorship of the proletariat in one country when 
the revolution does not spread to other countries. " 
(Bordiga, letter to Korsch, 1926) 


A further new problem was that the CI had been created solely to lead the 
impending world revolution, yet by 1922 it was clear that capitalism had 
entered a new period of stability. What tactics should the international 
vanguard of the revolution adopt in a non-revolutionary period? The KAPD's 
solution we have criticised before. After breaking with the CI they 
announced that "the world revolution goes on its way and we are going with 
it in its service." Such over-optimism soon yielded to its opposite in 
which they denounced "the leaden apathy" of the masses. The problem of 
appropriate tactics was one which had to be fought out within the CI which 
even in its most opportunist moments in 1920-21 still held out the perspec-— 
tive of world revolution. Even the ‘united front' was seen as a holding 
position to retain mass support until the conditions for a direct assault 
on capitalism revived. Thus, the degeneration of the CI took a different, 
more gradual form than that of its predecessors. Unlike the Communist 
League and the First International it was not physically lost to the prol- 
etariat when revolutionaries dissolved it, and unlike the Second Internat- 
ional its betrayal was not of the obvious type, like that of August 1914. 


With the CI's betrayal of the proletariat in the Spanish Civil War, with 
the participation of Russia in the Second World War as an imperialist 
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power, and with the savage hunting down of left communists by the Stalinists, 
we can easily see today that the retreat begun in 1921 with the adoption 

of the New Economic Policy was the start of a process which led to counter- 
revolution in Russia. As Lenin said at the time, this was a step back to 
state capitalism unless the world revolution saved the proletarian dictat- 
orship in Russia. We know now that it never did. But this could not have 
been known by revolutionaries at the time. 


In 1922 revolutionaries recognised a reflux but they could not have diag- 
nosed 'defeat' until events themselves had confirmed this. The third 
International was the international proletarian vanguard and it was no 
easy matter to leave it, no matter how opportunist it had become, especially 
since revolutionary outbreaks were expected which might have led to a 
complete reversal of the opportunist tactics of the CI. The fact that the 
attempts to reverse the political course of the CI failed does not mean 

we can condemn the efforts of revolutionaries to do this. The political 
capitulations of the CI could have been reversed after 1921 and it was 

the duty of revolutionaries to attempt to reverse them, not to abandon the 
CI at the first instant it started heading for the rocks. 


A delegate to the 2nd congess of the Communist International 
addresses a rally in Red Square. 


As we have already shown the "united front" policy was seen by the CL 
majority as a shortcut towards international revolution and it had to be 
fought as such by revolutionaries who clearly saw its opportunism. The 
real question here was not "when to leave the Cl ?', but in the face of its 
political degeneration, "how to create the conditions for a revival of the 
communist programme and thus the international vanguard of the proletariat?" 
This was why all the elements of the Italian Left first attempted to win 
the CI away from opportunism and, when this led to their expulsion from 

the CI, they turned to formulating a theoretical basis for a new organis- 
ation. 


The fight for the Communist Programme 


Although the Italian Left rejected using parliamentary tactics just as strongly 
as the German Left, although on a different basis, they formed the Communist 
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Party of Italy (PCI) on the basis of the 21 conditions adopted by the CI at 
its second congress in 1920. The PCI was formed in January 1921 at Livorno. 
The 21 conditions themselves did not directly call for work in parliament 
(though they clearly assumed such work) but condition No. 16 made 


"All decisions of the Congresses of the CI as well as 
the decisions of the E.C. ... binding." 


The same Congress rejected the Italian CP's "Theses on Parliamentarism for 
those of Bukarin and Lenin but the Italian communists saw the necessity to 
create an international communist party came before particular tactical 
questions, which in any case they hoped to reverse. In 1921 and subsequent- 
ly the PCI put forward candidates in elections in obedience to the majority 
tactics. However, from the 3rd Congress of the CI onwards oppnsition to 
parliamectarisi in particular became opposition to opportumism in general. 
At the third Congress the CI recognised that the period of revolutionary 
assault was still not over, (see Trotsky's report) but instead of remaining 
firm to a revolutionary policy as a guide for the international working 
class they sought to move along an opportunist path to try to win over 
the masses more quickly. This led to the tactic of cooperation with the 
counter-revolutionary 2nd International. This was the first seed of the 
‘united front' policy although since the CI hed only just expelled Levi 
from the German CF for advocation exactly this, it was called ‘going to the 
masses', until December 1921 when the CI executive (ECCI) adopted "Theses. 
on the Unity of the Proletarian Front." At the 4rd Congress the German, 
Italian and Hungarian parties all fought the "to the masses" policy, 
advocating in its pliace a policy of political attack, but were heavily 
defeated. At the same Congress the number one duty for communists became 
pit nae of Soviet Russia and even past emphasis on world revolution was 
enied. 
"Unquelified support of Soviet Russia remains,as before 
the prime duty of communists in all countries." 


This overturned Lenin's view that "Proletarian internationalism, requires 
first the subordination of the proletarian struggle in one country to 
the interests of that struggle on a universal scale..." 


The consequences of the defeat of the CI opposition were revealed at the 
4th CI Congress (1922) when the December 1921 Theses were not only ratified 
but extended to include the idea of a "workers' government" in which 
communists should seek to form electoral alliances with socialists. The 
aim of these "workers' governments" was to defend the Soviet Union and 
turn capitalist foreign policy in a favourable direction towards trade 

with Russia. The Rapallo treaty with Germany was the most significant 
example, but it followed treaties with Persia, Sweden, Britain and Turkey, 
the last of whose government had just massacred the country's communist 
leaders. At the same time the ECCI was no longer elected on a regional 
basis by the fourth Congress so that it was easy for the CI to become 
simply an instrument in the hands of the Bolshevik Government. The banning 
of factions within the Bolshevik Party had already taken place at the 

10th Party Congress of 1921, and, although the Bolsheviks could not ban 
factions in the parties adhering to the International they sought now to 
replace the hostile leaderships by more docile supporters. 

In Italy the PCI under Bordiga refused to accept the ‘united front' tactic. 
In the Rome Theses adopted by the PCI at their 1922 congress, they stated 
the basis of their revolutionary opposition; 


"It is an error to suppose that one can by expedients and 
manoeuvres expand the party base amongst the masses at any 
time since relations between the party and the masses depend 
in great part on the objective conditions of the situation... 
Party influence among the masses will grow when the situation 
becomes more revolutionary, provided that the party holds 
firm to its preconceived organisation and tactics." 


But the CI did not hold firm. At the 4th Congress the Social Democracy 
of the "renegade" Kautsky, of Turati, Van der Veld and even of Noske 
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ceased to be the "left wing of the bourgeoisie" as Zinoviev had called it 
but were now fully legitimised as "workers parties" once again. All the 
work of breaking with Social Democracy from Zimmerwald on was now declared 
to be irrelevant. The belief that every defeat of the revolutionary 
masses must be followed by an equal capitulation by communists led the 

CI into tailending the downward spiral of the class struggle. Instead of 
providing a clear ideological banner for workers to rally round when the 
class struggle revived, they sowed confusion everywhere. The consequences 
of this were soon revealed in practice in Germany where the united front 
policy saw the entry of communists into the state governments of Thuringia 
and Saxony. This turned out to be a total disaster when the German Govern- 
ment deposed these governments by force. Some of the Party supported 
insurrection whilst the rest remained inactive because they believed the 
party was now committed to legalism. Brandler also called off the insurrect- 
ion in Saxony because the ‘united front' was not supported by social demo- 
cratic workers. The nonsense idea that the socialists who had refused to 
have anything to do with soviet ideas in 1919 would be won over by a brief 
co-operation led only to a further demoralisation of German workers. All 
the GI could do after such a fiasco was to yet again reconsider its policy. 
Zinoviev, who had called social democracy "an important part of the workers 
movement" at the 4th Congress, now concluded that it was "social fascism" 
at the 5th Congress. Replying to all these abrupt changes in perspective 
Bordiga ironically asked at the 5th CI Congress: 


"What can an ordinary worker of peasant understand of a 
government, when after 3 years, we, the leaders of the 
workers' movement haven't succeeded in understanding and 
explaining satisfactorily what a workers' government' is? 

I simply demand a funeral for the tactic and for the phrase 
"workers government." 


In Italy the communists accepted that from 1922 onwards the situation was 
no longer objectively revolutionary and their opposition to the united 
front was not based on a simple minded "offensive at all costs" policy. 
In the Rome Theses they had put forward the view that: 


“When the conditions which the CP has at its disposal for a 
tactical action which could be defined as direct (from the 
viewpoint of an assault on the bourgeois power) don't exist, 
the Party, far from restricting its activity to a pure and 
simple task of propaganda and proselytism, can and must 
exercise its influence over events, through its relations 
with and pressures on other parties and political and social 
movements, tending to force the situation to develop favourably 
towards its own goals, and in a manner which hastens the 
moment when resolute revolutionary action will be possible." 
This allowed the PCI to fight shoulder to shoulder in strikes, etc. with 
workers who were influenced by the Socialist party (PSI) without in any 
way compromising the revolutionary aims of the party. The united front 
on a political level was such 2 compromise that the PCI refused to implement 
it and they refused to accept the left-wing of the PSI when it finally 
split from the Turati centrists in 1924. At the same time the influence 
of the counter-revolution over the CI was heightened. The united front 
policy and defence of the USSR soon gave way to "socialism in one country" 
which had become official policy by 1926. For the first time the CI 
theorised that Russia's isolation did not mean defeat. To all these stages 
the Italian Left maintained a principled opposition. This opposition had 
already forced the CI to look around for an alternative leadership of 
that of Bordiga and the left. 


They found it in Gramsci, Togliatti and Terracini, the ex-ordinovisti 

group of Turin. Gramsci had been against the foundation of the POL at 
Livorno, calling it a "great victory for the bourgeoisie" since it did 

not regroup the Maximalists of Serrati - the fact that the adherents of 

the left had grown from 3 500 in 1919 to over 50 000 in 1921 seemed to 

have escaped him. Gramsci also fought the Rome Theses since he was even 
more in favour of parliamentary work than Lenin and wished not only to form 
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united political fronts with the social democrats but to join the 

"Arditi del Popolo' (anti-fascist squads) in the fight against fascism. 

On this latter point the Rome Theses provided the earliest and clearest 
refutation of the idea of joining in an anti-fascist front with the bourg- 
eoisie, since such fronts are always in favour of bourgeois democracy. 


The CI's attempt to dislodge the Left from control of the PCI was assisted 
by Mussolini who imprisoned Bordiga in February 1923. This gave the CI 
the excuse to appoint a new mixed leadership which they did in June 1923. 
This was a temporary leadership and made way for the leadership of Gramsci 
which was imposed the following year. Bordiga was released at the end 

of 192% but because he held overformal respect for the decisions of the 
ECCI he failed to resume his position as leader of the PCI. This was 
despite the fact that the Como conference of May 1924 proved that the left 
was still the majority of the party. At this conference 35 out of 45 
federation secretaries voted for the theses of the Left. 


Bordiga may also have already decided to play the role of opposition within 
both the PCI and the Cl. At the same time he refused the offer of Vice 
Chairman of the Comintern proposed by Zinoviev at the 5th Congress in 1924. 
In 1926 after his expulsion, he put forward a view which accords with this 
interpretation in his letter to Korsch. 


"There is no need to try to split the parties and 

the International. We should allow their artificial 

and mechanical discipline to reach its logical conclusions 
simply by going along with the absurdities of their 
procedure without ever compromising our critical, 
ideological and political positions, and without 

ever joining the prevailing leadership." 


This was a tactical error which allowed the party apparatus to fall into 
the hands of the Gramsci faction sooner than necessary. Gramsci, who had 
been in Moscow since mid 1922 returned to Italy as a parliamentary deputy 
in May 1924, and at the 5th Congress of the CI in June 1924 was elevated 
to the leadership of the PCI. At the same Congress the Serrati wing of 
the PSI fused with the PCI. This gave the right wing of the party a 
majority for the first time. The Party apparatus now began to attack the 
Left by all organisational means possible. 

In 1925 the Left tried to organise an oppositional base within the PCI 
called the Committee of Alliance (Comitato d'Intesa) in which O.Damen 
played an important part, but this was dissolved by Gramsci who threatened 
its members with expulsion. At this point the Left were doing all they 
could to maintain a principled opposition while remaining within the CI 
and PCI in order to clarify the principles and tactics of a communist party 
in that period. The final showdown came in January 1926 at the Lyons 
Congress where Gramsci and the Left presented separate theses. 


The Left's largely concentrated on the growth of opportinmism (united fronts 
etc.) in the CI whilst the Gramsci theses took as their watchword, "unity 
within Italy of all working class parties" and called for support for demo- 
cracy, united fronts and other bourgeois demands. The Congress voted not 
only against the Left's theses but expelled Bordiga from the Central 
Committee. This. is not surprising since Gramsci had convened a regional 
secretaries' meeting in June 1925 and told them to follow orders from the 
centre or lose their posts, which meant no assistance from the Party in the 
likely event of Fascist persecution and loss of salary. At the end of the 
Lyons congress. Bordiga made his famous declaration which accused the 
PCI leadership of "opportunism" and outlined the reasons for the Left's 
persistent opposition, despite all the manoeuvres of its enemies within 
the PCI and the CI. 

",..if this unrelenting opposition that we have outlined 

is correct and has vital implications for the future, 

then we can at least say that we fought to the end against 

the pernicious methods which have been used to attack us, 

and that by resisting each threat, we brought a little 

clarity to the murky confusion erected here." (From ICC IR No.9) 


39 


Bordiga now went to Moscow to appeal against his dismissal from the EC of 
the Pol and to put the Left's case within the 6th enlarged Executive of 

the CI (which met in Fébruary 1926). The Left, having already been excluded 
from the Party, were now also excluded along with all other oppositions 

from the International. 


In November, 1926 Mussolini brought out his Exceptional Laws which saw the 
arrest of nearly the whole leadership of the PCI, including those om She 
Left like Bordiga and Damen, and thousands of rank and file party members. 
In 1930 the Left was officially expelled for having "leftist", "Trotskyist" 
leanings and “behaving towards Fascism in an ‘unworthy manner'. Bordiga 
now retired from all political activity until after World War 2, However, 
the Italian Left was not just Bordiga and in both the prisons of fascism 
and the factories of France and Belgiun the struggle against the degener- 
ation of the Cl and its "centrist" parties was carried on, despite fascist 
and Stalinist attempts at repression. 


The Italian Left Fraction 1933-39 


kevolutionaries today might ask why the Italian Left waited until the CI 
expelled them. In the first place, the early stages of the degeneration 

of the CI appeared only as temporary adoption of opportunist tactics which 
could be reversed. The abandonment of the ‘united front' at the 5th 
Congress, for example shows that the CI's capitulations did not proceed 
along a straight line. In such a situation an opposition cannot simply 
break at will from what had been, after all, the only international prol- 
etarian body thrown up by the revolutionary wave after World War 1. Through 
its principled opposition the Italian Left showed that the policies of 
‘united fronts' and ‘workers governments' were as they had maintained in 
4922 anti-working class policies, and that the CI's silencing the criticisms 
of the Left, through Bolshevisation of the CPs, served the interests of 
capital accumulation in Russia and not those of the world working class. 
Through its stcuggle the Italian Left was creating the pasis for a clearer 
political organisation. The Italian Left, despite all the artificial 
disciplinary measures taken against them, refused to abandon this task 
prematurely. By forcing the CI to expel them they gave themselves a better 
programmatic chance of survival because the issues were much clearer. 
Unlike the German Left, which disintegrated once outside the CI, the Italian 
Left, in appalling conditioaf of prison and exile, reconstructed themselves 
as a living political force. 


In April, 1928 in the Parisian suburb of Pantin the "Left Fraction of the 
Communist Party of Italy" was formed, which in June of that year began to 
publish a monthly paper in Italian, Prometeo. The Left Fraction did not 
simply see itself as still linked to the PCI from emotional attachment to 
the party which they had founded but because, despite their expulsion, 
they realised that new work needed to be done to combat the failings of 
the PCI in Italy and to provide a political framework for a new organisation. 
Prometeo's main tasks were to attack the 'Lyons theses' of Gramsci adopted 
by the party in 1926 which accepted "socialism in one country" the "bolsh- 
evisation" of the PCI (i.e. the banning of internal factions), and united 
fronts with social democracy. At the same time the Fraction also saw the 
necessity of avoiding hasty regroupments with other opposition tendencies 
on the basis of their common expulsion from the CI. Thus, on the one hand 
the 'councilists' around Korsch who had already concluded that the Russian 
revolution was bourgeois were rejected whilst, on the other, the attempts 
by the Trotskyists to draw them into their schemes of loyal opposition to 
Stalinism were also dismissed. As Vercesi, by now a leading spokesman of 
the Fraction wrote in August, 1928, 

"There are many oppositions. That is bad; but there is no 

other remedy than confrontation with their rival ideologies... 

If so many oppositions exist, it is because there are several 

ideologies whose actual substance must be made clear. And 

this cannot just be done through a simple discussion in a 

common organisation. Our watchword is to take our efforts to 

the ultimate conclusions without being derailed into a 

"solution" that would be in reality a new failure." 

(Letter in Contre le Courant No. 13 August 1928 quoted in IR 9) 
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Vercesi could have been describing the fate of the German Left. It is far 
easier to agree on an opposition to an existing degenerating proletarian 
organisation that to create the clarity and agreement required to draw up 
a platform for a new one. This was the task the Fraction set itself in its 
French language publication which appeared in November 1932,.and was called 
Bilan. Bilan ('balance sheet') announced that; 


"No draw up a balance sheet of the post-war events is 
therefore to establish the conditions for the victory of 
the proletariat in all countries." 


This task was not interpreted in a passive, propagandist fashion. In the 
same issue it wrote that the Fraction 


"has above all a role of analysis, education, training of 

militants which produces the maximum of clarity in this 

period in which it seeks to form itself into a party..." 
This last sentence is the key to the whole policy of the Fraction in this 
period. They saw the tasks of a fraction not simply as those of theoretic- 
al elaboration, though this was very important given the unique situation 
of massive defeat faced by the proletariat, but of preparation for the 
creation of the international communist party. At the same time it was 
recognised that such a party could not come into existence when revolution- 
aries willed it but on the basis of objective circumstances. Thus the 
first condition which the Fraction looked for was the definitive betrayal 
of the proletariat by the CI. Though they recognised that the CI had become 
simply an arm of Russian foreign policy the Fraction were slow to get to 
grips with the class nature of Russia. Although a minority of the Fraction 
in Italy had concluded it was "state capitalist" most of the Fraction still 
held to the view that it was a workers' state in the process of degeneration; 
a view very close to that of Trotsky. Thus they designated the CI and the 
Russian Government as "centrist" - neither useful to the proletariat nor 
actively for the bourgeoisie against the working class. What they realised 
was that this situation would resolve itself in favour of the bourgeoisie. 
In 1933 the Executive Committee of the Fraction had recognised that 
",.. centrism is the force which will lead to the betrayal of the communist 
parties." 


For the Fraction the actual moment of betrayal came on July 14th, 1935 at 
the 7th CI congress. Here, 


"All the theories, tactical recipes and slogans that had 

been in use since 1928 - the view that fascism and democracy 
were "twins", the ban on cooperation with Social Democratic 
leaders, and so on — were quietly relegated to the lumber room 
of the CI. The defence of democracy (the adjective 'bourgeois' 
was discreetly dropped) against fascism was declared to be 

the supreme task of labour." (From Stalin I.Deutscher pp 411-12) 


The open defence of democracy which led the parties of the 3rd International 
to join electoral alliances. with the bourgeoisie (the so-called Popular 
Fronts in Spain and France) was seen as a definitive betrayal by the 
Fraction. At its 1935 Congress it accepted the following Manifesto: 


"Our Congress has expressed both the reply of the Italian 
proletariat to the treason of the Communist Party, and the 
reawakening of this proletariat which is ready, after 14 years 
of fascist torture to take its place again in the international 
class struggle. To Stalin the Congress replied that the 
tombstone he placed over the Communist parties dedicated to 

the class enemy, opens up the period in which our Fraction 

will be transformed into a party that aims to found a new 
international which will arise from revolutionary victory." 
(Manifesto of the Italian Left, from Bilan No. 23 Sept/Oct 1945) 


As a step towards this the Fraction now changed its name from the "Left 
Fraction of the Communist Party of Italy" to the "Italian Fraction of 
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the Communist Left" which was not only indicative of its internationalist 
orientation but represented a definitive split_with the PCI. However, 

after 1935 it was eight more years before the Italian Left would give 

pirth to a party, and this party the Internationalist Communist Party which 
vodey: publishes Battaglia Comunista, then existed only in Italy. Why was this 
the case? 

In the first place, at the 1935 Congress of the Fraction there was a division 
between those who declared that the party could not be formed until after 
the proletariat had taken the road to revolution once again. This faction 
expected the imminent second world war to reveal to the world working class 
the counter-revolutionary nature of the Communist Parties, just as the first 
World War had revealed the bourgeois nature of social democracy, and that 
this would lead to massive uprisings against the war. At such a point this 
group of the Left considered the formation of the party would be posed, 

This faction, led by Vercesi and Jacobs, were known as the attendiste (those 
who wait) while their opponents were known as i partitisti Cthe partyists). 

I partitisti argued that this was leaving the party to the last minute. 

The formation of the party was a question of clarity, not of numbers and 
there was no need to wait for a war to see if the CI and its parties were 
counter-revolutionary. In fact the Vercesi faction still retained confusions 
on the class nature of Russia and the CI, and their descendants in today's 
International Communist Party were to repeat these in the 1940s and 1950s. 


Besides this paralysis over the formation of the party and the nature of 
Russia the Italian Fraction also faced a split over the issues. raised by 
the Spanish War. Whilst the majority of the Fraction maintained a class 
position outside of support for the Republic a minority went to Barcel- 


ona and joined the militias, believing wrongly that the war against fascism 
could be turned into a war against all capitalist factions. 


Two points emerge here. First of all, in the debate, despite provocative 
breaches of discipline by the minority, the majority published all their 
texts and the debate continued for some time. This was not due to a love 

of "free speech" or other moral issues but to the fact that the Italian 
Left remained true to its tradition that all issues of difference in a 
proletarian organisation must be explored as fully as possible in order that 
the clarity of the communist programme would be enhanced. In the second 
place the texts of the majority on Spain tended to reflect the Vercesi 
faation's position on the party and Russia. Notable exceptions to this 

can be found in "The War in Spain" (see RP 5) where they wrote; 


"It is clear that the USSR acts thus ... to defend its 
position within the concert of world imperialism." 


In the event the splits and hesitations of the Fraction left it completely 
unprepared for action when the Second World War broke out. Although it had 
under the impetus of the Spanish events formed the International Bureau in 
1938 and a new French publication "Octobre" as another step towards the 
international party, Octobre only published five issues before the dispersal 
of the Fraction at the start of the war. 


The Second World War and the Formation of the 
P.C. Inter. 


It was left to the comrades who had been imprisoned by Fascism to form the 
party in Italy in 1942, and to republish Prometeo. This was the only prol- 
etarian response to the Second Imperialist slaughter which took organisat- 
ional form. Whilst many of the French comrades who had been in the Fraction 
in France still clung to the position that this was a period of proletarian 
defeat and thus nothing could be done but to dissolve the Fraction, which 
they did in 1945, the comrades. who now formed the P.C.Inter. (International- 
ist Communist Party) held to the view that the war would provoke new class 
struggles. In these circumstances it was better to prepare the condition 
for success. by forming the party before they broke out. For them the Party 
could not be the "product of the last minute" but should always exist to 
intervene and lead workers struggles onto the terrain of the fight for 
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communism. In Italy there was justificatioa for this optimism since in 
October 1942 a mass strike broke out in FIAT, whilst in March 1943 almost 
200. 000 workers in the textile, chemical and metal industries struck in 
the area around Turin. At the same time there were desertions from the 
collapsing Italian army. 


The PO Inter. which wes founded secretly and issued the new series of 
Prometeo from hiding did not have an official platform until its first 
Congress in 1945 but in its early publications it put forward the need for 
the imperialist war to be turned into a class war; it insisted that Russia 
was just "one capitalist state amongst many" and it denounced the PCI as 
bourgeois. (These points are all put forward in the leaflet ‘Appeal for 

a united Proletarian Front of the PC Inter.', quoted in Prometeo No.4 
series IV). The PC Inter. also rejected the partisan struggle. They put 
forward the clearest theoretical basis for their position on the national 
question by taking Rosa Luxemburg's position: af 


"Already in 1914, Rosa was right against Lenin when she 
said that the epoch of national liberation struggles 
finished with the constitution of the great European 
states, and that in the decadent phase of capitalism all 
wars have a clear imperialist character..." 

(Prometeo clandestine November 1st 1943) 


In 1945 the PC Inter. held its first Congress still in the expectation of 
a wave of class struggle after the war. At this Congress many members of 
the former fraction in France, like Vercesi, returned to Italy and appeared 
to have abandoned many of their old positions regarding the time for the 
formation of the party. At this Congress the question of the unions was 
discussed and the position taken that unions were part of imperialist 
domination and capitalist reconstruction. This was later included in the 
1952 Platform of the Party. 


"The party categorically affirms that in the present 

phase of the totalitarian domination of imperialism, trade 

union organisations are indispensable to the maintenance 
: -_— of this domination." ral : : r= 
It was after 1945, when capitalist reconstruction began to get under way, 
that the party struck its first crisis and began to lose members. Some 
former members of the Fraction who had argued against the existence of the 
party in the 1930's now began to argue that it had been a mistake to form 
the party and that it should be dissolved. In this they were supported by 
Bordiga who, in 1946, after 20 years of inaction once again began political 
activity. Though he didn't join the PC Inter. he argued that it should 
become a fraction. These differences were also compounded by political 
differences as the Bordiga/Vercesi faction also went back on the positions 
put forward by the PC Inter. On the question of the unions, they called 
for their capture, on the question of national liberation, they took the 
position of Lenin against that of Rosa Luxemburg, and in regard to Russia 
they denied it was state capitalist. In addition Bordiga revived some of 
his earlier errors, for example, that the workers' councils could only come 
out of the communist party. These differences were first aired at the 
party's second Congress in 1948 but in 1951, at the third Congress, they 
finally led to a split which led the Bordigists (who by this time agreed 
that it was possible to have a party in a period of defeat) to found the 


Partito Comunista Internazionale and to publish Programma Comunista. 
With them went almost the entire French and Belgian sections of the PC Inter. 


Despite this setback the PC Inter did not abandon revolutionary positions. 
Neither did capitalism manage to physically destroy it, nor has the PC Inter. 
abandoned the defence of revolutionary marxism. The PC Inter. survived the 
period of capitalist reconstruction in the 1950's and early 1960's when 
other revolutionaries, for example,Gauche Communiste de France, abandoned 
the class struggle and disappeared. 


The reason for the continued existence of the PC Inter. is its recognition 
that under capitalist decadence the party is the only historically permanent 


43 


Oe —————————————L—<— 


body which can represent the working class. The party is therefore a per- 
manent need of the world proletariat. Trade unionism and reformism are 

no longer the defensive terrain of the class but represent the terrain of 
the bourgeoisie for blunting the class struggle. Further, under decadent 
capitalism the onset of capitalist crises leads to deeper social convulsions. 
It is the task of the party to be present when these convulsions break out 
in order to combat reformisn, nationalism and all the other ideological 
traps of the bourgeoisie. Whilst the proletariat can spontaneously attack 
and even begin to demolish capitalist institutions orly a communist conscious-— 
ness leads to the dismantling of capitalism and hence the complete victory 
of the proletariat. The Communist Party alone is the repository of such 
communist corsciousness, but this clarity is useless to the proletariat 

if simply defended by a few academics urconnected to the class struggle. 
Only a commurist organisetion which continuously intervenes at all levels 

of the class struggle can possibly bring back to the class the communist 
programme which workers of 150 years have struggled to achieve. It is to 
the credit of the PC Inter. that it has not only defended that communist 
programme but has retained roots within the working class today, despite 
twenty years of capitalist reconstructior. With the re-emergence of rev- 
olutionary movements in the wake of the proletarian response to the capital- 
ist crisis (1968 - 74) the POC Inter. has also lived up to its historic 

task by initiating the international corfererces of the communist left to 
provide a focal point for serious confrontation of the methods to be adopted 
in the struggle against a senile capitalism in crisis. Hopefully this is 

a step towards the formation of a new communist international which will 

be built neither on eclectism nor on political "novelties" but on the 
adaption of the methods which the Italian Left used in its fight for 
political clarity in the 20's, to today's realities.@ 


Crisis of the 


&- Revolutionary Movement 
or 
,Crisis of the I.C.C. ? 


We have translated the following brief article from Batta 

Year 40 to underline our response to the recent splits in the International 
Communist Current. The article shows a close agreement to the one we 
simultaneously, though separately, published in Workers Voice 6. Sadly the 
prediction made in this article about the splitters from the Icc has come true. 
Apart from one or two isolated individuals the remainder seem to have retreated 
from the political struggle into liberalism, councilism and pursuit of fine arts 
etc. In short, they have returned within the orbit of bourgeois society. 


As to the ICC, their response to our article in Workers Voice 6 is simply to 
reassert that the splits in their organisation represent a crisis in the revol- 
utionary movement. However, as the article here points out, the crisis, or 
lack of it, within the revolutionary movement does not revolve around the health 
of the Icc. For us the only crisis in the revolutionary movement predates by a 
long way ‘the formation of the ICC, Ever since the Third International collapsed 
into opportunism and counter-revolution in the 1920s the most class-conscious 
elements have been isolated from the class. ‘The attempts by communists to 
bridge the gap of their isolation from the masses have not yet been successful. 
However, we cannot conclude with the IcC that this means we must simply 
propagandise and wait until the class realises its true interests on the eve of 
the revolution. Being an "active factor" in the class struggle means being 
involved in the day to day class struggle wherever our, as yet, limited strength 
permits. Such involvement in real struggles inevitably means mistakes but these 
are necessities in the creation of a new revolutionary international. Provided 
these mistakes are acknowledged publicly, as the GWO has done in the past (for 
example, over the demand for work-sharing), then the communist programme and the 
experience of the class can only be enriched. Such an attitude is totally 
different from that which prevent an organisation from admitting its mistakes 
unless provoked by internal crisis. Once the ICC has overcome the trauma of its 
recent experience in Britain we hope it will learn that a confused formulation 
about the role of the Party and a practice of declaring unresolved issues "open 
questions" only prevent political clarification and the creation of a solid. 
basis for the future international party. 
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CRISIS OF THE ICC OR CRISIS OF THE REVOLUTIONARY MOVEMENT 


In Great Britain in London, Manchester and Aberdeen, and in France at Lille 
many comrades and entire sections have left the ICC. We pass on this news 
to comrades and to our Italian readers without pleasure. This is not 
because we think the ICC is what it pretends to be, namely a revolutionary 
organisation capable of fulfilling the tasks expected of communist revol- 
utionaries, but because the directior in which the majority of the seceders 
have moved and are moving seems to be even further from the essential prin- 
ciples of the communist movement. 


The exclusion of the ICC from the International conferences, the fourth of 
which is at present being prepared, signified that the ICC will not be able 
+o contribute to the process of the formation of the future international 
party of the proletariat. But the ICC was, and remains, a group of 
comrades whom one can definitely not write off as counter-revolutionary. 
The weakening of such an organisation can be judged in the light of these 
presises. 


The weakening of the ICC would be positive if it led to a strengthening of 
the revolutionary movement for the international party. But it appears 
from the news and from the documents we have so far received, that the 
splitters have turned directly to the right and gone off in this direction. 
This is the reason we are not pleased about these splits. 


Let us look at the significance of what has happened inside the ICC. In No .44 
of "World Revolution" the publication of the English section of the ICC, 
there is a long article by C.D.Ward which is worth some consideration. To 
start with World Revolution ascribes the weakening of the ICC to a present 
weakening of all the groups of the communist left. It quotes Programma 
Comunista* as an example of this weakening because of its loss of the Turin 
section and of various comrades in Ivrea. It also mentions the "fact" 

that there is apparently “little or no residue" of the work of the Inter- 
national Conferences. But the analogy, in so far as it's able in any way 

to explain the setbacks of the ICC, carries little weight on this last point. 


It is without doubt that the work of the International Conferences suffered 
a sudden setback after the trauma of 1980 but, C.D.Ward can calm himself 
down, there have been and still are "residues of the International Con- 
ferences" both in Europe and America. It is only that it is not our habit 
to present this "residue" which is objectively a small result in relation 
to the enormous tasks which revolutionaries face, as a grand conquest worth 
a roll of drums and a blast of trumpets in the way certain other groups 
present their achievements. 3 


Above all we must ask, "Comrades of the ICC are you still really convinced 
that the international movement, the international work for the regroupment 
of revolutionaries on an adequate basis is weakened by your departure?" 

If it pleases you carry on thinking this. For our part we remain convinced 
from the facts that ‘the precondition for pursuing the international debate 
(and we are not even talking of deepening it) and for pursuing serious 
co-ordination of forces, was the conclusion of discussions on fundamental 
politics; on the cardinal principles of the relationship between class and 
consciousness and class and the role of the party. And we remain convinced 
that it was precisely the political positions and the ideological positions 
of the ICG which hindered a serious surmounting of the phase of stagnation 
reached by the three conferences. This is directly relevant to the question 
under discussion. 


C.D.Ward invokes the Marxist dialectic, which rightly demands that one pay 
attention to the general context in which certain events or phenomena take 


*Programma Comunista is the paper of the International Communist Party. See 
"The Italian Left and the Permanent Need for the Party" for an explanation 
of their origins. 
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place (in this case the splits of the ICC), for producing an explanation 
which, as far as the dialectic goes, is nothing more than a declaration of 
his intent to use the dialectic. The general situation which should be 
considered before everything else is that of the ICC. Why go beyond this 
stage? Certainly the dialectic demands that if this first consideration 
is insufficient for a clear comprehension of the phenomenom, because of 
comparable results from other similar situations (other organisations in 
which the same phenomena occur), then one needs to pass on to a higher level 
of investigation. In other words the operation would have been justified 
only if the weakness was present in all the revolutionary groups. But this 
is not the case and C.D.Ward should know it. 


The only true pretext could be that of Programma Comunista and in effect a 
common basis does exist which we'll examine. And all the rest? All the rest 
say it's not the revolutionary movement which is weakening itself but only 
certain well identified organisations. 


After an over optimistic survey of the low level of struggle between the 
classes C.D.Ward writes: 
"In this climate, few workers are prepared to fight at all. 
Thus, the general feeling of disillusionmert results in apathy, 
a flight away from collective struggle, and from any concern 
with broader social and political questions.... How does this 
atmosphere affect revolutionary organisations? When the workers 
are fed up with bourgeois politics, this provides the potential 
for thousands of workers to become revolutionaries. But when 
that feeling of being fed up isn't accompanied by a positive 
conviction in a revolutionary political solution; when workers 
are not yet engaged in mass struggles which force them to 
face up to political questions - then they do not tend to 
turn towards the revolutionary organisations for answers 
to their questions. Despite the urgency of the situation, 
despite all its intact possibilities, the revolutionary 
groups remain isolated, and, since they are acutely aware 
of the gravity of the situation, this can lead to intense 
feelings of impatience and frustration." 


All this is true. Very true. We know this and we tested it for at least 

30 years and we can assure the comrades of the ICC that the 50's and the 
early 60's were very much harder years than these we're living through. 

But here we are not seeing losses because of a number of comrades abandoning 
the struggle , or giving up militancy because of disillusionment through 
lack of confidence or the like. We are seeing, it appears, splits, attempts 
to do something, always on the basis of militancy, namely to build other 
organisations on a political basis that is more confused, anarchist and 
limited. : 
"..the flight into immediatism, localism, and activism, 
accompanied by a calling into question of the notion of 
centralised international organisation." (WR. No. 44) 


All this, which the ICC correctly denounces, can be explained by the 

"strong feelings of impatience and frustration" but only in those who are 
not already first clear on the role of revolutionaries and their organisat- 
ion. We too have lost comrades, who joined in certain periods and then 

saw moments of profound stagnation of the class struggle, the same imposs- 
ibility for us to make ourselves heard by the workers, and experienced 

this as frustration with all their politics. But we have not had the form- 
ation of other groups. Why? Because we are concerned only with frustration 
amongst comrades who remained steady in regard to the fundamental theoretic- 
al and political principles of the party. This is not the case with the 
IcG. Nor is it the case with Programma Comunista, which since its birth 

has seen a number of incredible splits giving rise, through self division, 
to new groups always all in competition about which was more Bordigist. 

The revolutionary movement was not in crisis, at least not outside Programma. 
Bordigism, which remained only an expression of the crisis of the comintern 
but was not able, in the figure of its leader or his epigones, to overcome 
this, was in crisis. 
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Today also the ICC and its platform is in crisis. Its organisation founded 
on ambiguities and oper questions, behind which lurk slippery opportunist 
positions, and finally their tightrope-walker position on the role of 
revolutionaries, according to which the party is necessary but only at the 
last minute, intervention today is necessary put only to preach to the 
working class througl. papers and leaflets about the path they should take, 
all this is in crisis. 


In this sense we can expect all the splits of the ICC to lead to the form- 
ation of separate councilist groups, (e.g. last years ‘Revolutionary 

Struggle ' in the USA, or today's 'News of war and revolution'). But 
comrades have also left the ICC who have a healthy attitude and wish to 

see a positive solution to the questions which within the IcC remained open. 
We know that in the latest wave of splits in Britain, the positions of the 
splitters are extremely varied and that, apart from News of War & Revolution 
there are comrades who have left who are decisively better oriented. 

English revolutionaries and we ourselves offered discussion and revolutionary 
work to these comrades. Workers Voice paper of the CWO puts it like this: 


"The causes of the present crisis in the ICC in 
Britain have been building up for a number of years 
and can be found in the group's basic positions. 
The ICC argues that the economic crisis is "here! 
in all its contradictions and has been so for over 
12 years. They see revolutionary consciousness as 
springing directly and spontaneously from workers in 
struggle against the effects of this crisis. It is 
not therefore surprising, that when the crisis has 
not produced the level of class struggle expected 
by the ICC, that this should lead to splits in the 
organisation." (WV No.5) 


The diagnosis of the CWO coincides with ours. All these organisations 
that do not even pose the problem of linking themselves to the working 
class and preparing themselves for the assumption of tasks of political 
leadership which are expected from the revolutionary party, all these 
organisatiors are destined to disband. The ICC which has always avoided 
the problem with a refusal to recognise the leading political role of 
the revolutionary party, now begins to pay the cost. 


But what is serious is the fact that after months or years of militancy 

on this basis, the break on the part of the ICC militants carries the risk 
of leading to a worsening of this very attitude. In reality, to accuse the 
ICC of excessive centralism and bureaucratisation to define a dividing 
line between themselves and the ICC, as some of the splitters have done, 

is simply ridiculous and indicates an infantile preoccupation. 


One final observation which is not, however, of secondary importance. 

In the golden days of the ICC, coinciding with the first international 
conference, this organisation had the habit of saluting each and every 

group and grouplet, which appeared on the scene from a split with an already 
existing group, as a strengthening of the revolutionary movement and of the 
possibility of international revolution. Today, when this happens to the 
disadvantage of the ICC, it sheds tears about a supposed crisis on the 
international revolutionary movement. 


Was it wrong then or is it wrong today? We say categorically that it was 
wrong then and is wrong today. The revolutionary movement has not proved 
that it was growing because other groups spawned sub-groups, and it's not 
in crisis today because the ICC is breeding them. Once again, the problems 
of the revolutionary movement, of its consolidation and strengthening on 
an international scale in preparation for the storms which threaten, is 
much more serious than all the ICC says. It's not so much because the 
comrades of the ICC who express themselves are stupid, but because they 
are led to mouth idiocies because of the ground on which the ICC operates, 
a ground inclined towards opportunisn.@ 
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POSITIONS OF THE COMMUNIST WORKERS ORGANISATION 


** Every country in the world today is capitalist - including the so-called 
Communist states (for example Russia and China). 


** Trade Unions and shop stewards are the wage brokers for the capitalist 
system, and cannot defend the interests of the working class. 


** The struggle for communism cannot be waged through Parliament, but must be 
carried out through workers‘ councils with recallable delegates. 


** The working class can only come to power through the creation of its own 
political party - the international communist party. 


** The capitalist system is in crisis and irretrievable decline. It can only 
offer inflation and unemployment and it cannot be reformed. The only choice for 
the future is war or revolution: BARBARISM or COMMUNISM. 
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